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INTRODUCTION. 





By the courtesy of the Editor of the Epiphany ٤ am 
allowed to reprint the following correspondence, which 
appeared ‘in the columns of that periodical. A running 
commentary is added to explain the course of the corre- 
sporidence, and the points dealt with in the various letters. ; 


JAMES MONRO. 





The Teaching of Moulvies as to the 
Sinlessness of Mahomed. 
ہےمتومہ‎ 


: Amongst Mahommedans, as is well known, it is main- 
tained as an article of belief that Mahomed and all the pro- 
phets were sinless. To maintain this belief has been found 
very difficult, seeing that in the Koran itself the sinful acts 
of many of these prophets are detailed, and that in several 
passages Mahomed is specifically directed to ask pardon for 
his sins. (The various passages in the Koran referred to will 
be found in a previous tract called “The teaching of Moulvies 
as to the sinlessness of Mahomed”). To do away with the 
force of these passages, in which the sinfulness of Mahom- 
ed and the prophets (with the exception of Jesus Christ) is 
proved to demonstration, Moslem teachers have generally 
held that in the verses of the Koran bearing on the subject, 
Mahomed is directed to ask pardon not for his own sins, 
but for the purpose of showing how his followers should pray 
for forgiveness of their transgressions. ‘This contention is 
quite ‘untenable (as has been shown in the tract above re- 
ferred to) and the weakness of the Moslem position seems to 
have occurred to Mirza Ghulam Ahmad of Qadian, who claims 
amongst other things to be the Messiah—a divinely sent 


_messenger. The Mirza is a staunch adherent of the doctrine’ 


of the sinlessness of the prophets, but he founds his belief upon 
a new interpretation of the Koranic passages, which have so 
perplexed Moslem commentators. He does not apparently 
deny that the passages in question refer to the sins of Mahom- 
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ed and the prophets, but he maintains that the word used for . 


“the sins regarding which Mahomed and these prophets are. 


' directed to ask-pardon, does not, when.applied to them, mean 
stn at all; it means merely a weakness or imperfection of human 
٠ 75 
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nature not amounting to sin. The word so applied to the sins 
of Mahomed and the prophets is zazéd, and this expression, 
according to the Mirza, is quite different from jzrm, which, he 
maintains, is the exact equivalent for sin used in the Koran. 
When therefore the prophets ask pardon for their zand, they 
do not ask pardon for their sinfulness or sinful acts: they 
merely, according to the Mirza, ask to be protected from the 
weaknesses or imperfections of human nature. The Mirza 
is reticent in the way of defining the weaknesses or imperfec- 
tions with reference to which protection is to be asked; his 
general contention is embodied in the following passages, 
taken from an article in the issue for May 1902 of the Re- 
wiew of Religions: “The word zand occurring in the verse 
is not the equivalent of sin. Sin, in Arabic, is yurm, and be- 
tween jurm and zané there is an important difference. urm 
is sin as defined above, an act in violation of the command- 
ments of God, deserving to be punished. But the word zand 
is applicable also to the weakness of human nature. It is for 
this reason that since the prophets of God partake of human 
nature, and consequently of the weakness of the flesh, 
the word zazé has been applied to them in the Word of God. 
But that there it has been used only in the sense of human 
weakness, and not in that of actual commission of sin by 
them, is apparent from the fact that the word 7u7m, which is the 
exact equivalent of sin, has never been applied to any prophet 
of God. Had it been the intention of the Word of God to 
describe prophets as sinful men, we cannot understand why 
it should have avoided in their case the use of a word, surm, 
which plainly meant sin, notwithstanding that that word has 
‘been made use of by the Holy Book in a hundred places* in respect 
of the opposers of the prophets whom it actually regards 
sinful. Why it has kept this distinction points to the un- 
mistakable conclusion that the word zav#, if ever used by the 
Holy Word for the prophets, means not sin, but only the 


* (NorE.—Italics are mine.) 
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natural weakness of man, for which he requires the strength 
and support of God. 
That this signification of the word zaud is in accordance 
}- with the spirit of the Holy Koran appears from other consid- 
erations. For it threatens the mujrzm, 7.¢., the person who 
® commits a jurm or sin, with the punishment of hell; but 
nowhere does it speak of a similar punishment for the muznzb, 
Zé, the person to whom zazé or human weakneés may be 
attributed. Thus it says (Arabic quoted): “And he who 
comes to his Lord as a mujrim, his punishment is hell, and 
he shall neither die nor live therein.” The word muzuzb has 
not been used here, because the word muzntb is also applic- 
able to a sinless person.- The fact is that zawd does not, but 
Jurm does, contradict sinlessness. ‘ 

In this passage the following assertions are made :— 

(a2) and (as used ina verse quoted) “is not the equival- 
ent of sez, in Arabic.” 

(6) The equivalent of sez, بے‎ “an act in violation of 
the commandments of God, deserving to be punished,” is, in 
Arabic, zurm. 

(c) The term zanxd “has been applied to them (the 
prophets) in the Word of God.” 

(d)' The word yurm, which is the exact equivalent of 
sin has never been applied to any prophet of God “ notwith- 
standing that that word has been made use of by the Holy 
Book in a hundred places in respect of the opposers of the 
prophets, whom it actually regards sinful.” 

(¢) Zand, when (if ever) applied to the prophets, 
“means not sin, but only the natural weakness of man for 
which he requires the strength and support of God.” 

(/) . The assertion made in (ھ)‎ is styled an “unmistak- 
ے‎ able conclusion,” following from the previous assertions 

(a) to (@). 
(g) The“ unmistakable conclusion ” of )/( is, it is assert- 
~,ed, confirmed by the spirit of the Koran, in that “ it threat- 
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ens the mujrim, 1.¢., the person who commits a jurm, or sin, 
with the punishment of hell, but nowhere does it speak of a 
similar punishment for the muzm7, 7.e., the person to whom 
zané or human weakness may be attributed. 

(h) The word muznib is also applicable to a sinless 
person.” 

In dealing with these statements it was necessary to take 
up first the assertion as to the meaning of zanb, as used in 
the Koran. And with reference to this matter the following 
letter was sent to the Zpzphany, and appeared in the issue 
of 19th July, 1902 :— 


“As is well known, the various passages in the Koran, in which 
sinfulness is attributed to Mahomed, and in which he is told to ask 
pardon for his sin, have sorely troubled Moslems, who wish to believe 
in the sinlessness of prophets. Amongst the expedients for doing 
away with the meaning of the verses in the Koran referring to the 
above matter, one lately re-introduced is the assertion that the word 
used for the sz regarding which Mahomed was told to ask pardon 
does not mean sn, but only the natural weakness of man, for which he 
requires the strength and support of Gop. The word so used is zand, 
We are told by this school of apologists that the proper word for sin, 
zé., ‘an act in violation of the commandments of Gop deserving to be 
punished,’ is jurm, not zanb. The wicked, that is, those who commit 
sin (or jurm), are styled mujrim, and for them the punishment of hell is 
awarded, but it is said that nowhere does the Koran speak of a similar 
punishment for the muznib, ہی7‎ the person to whom sand or human 
weakness may be attributed. Admitting, for the ‘sake of argument, 
that zazé is the term applied to the sins of prophets, including Mahom- 
ed, it is well to enquire whether the assertion is correct, that in the 
Koran zand is not applied to acts ‘in violation of the commandment 
of Gop, deserving to be punished’ with hell-fire. 

“In Sura Al Rahman, lv. 39, in referring to the day of judgment, 
is written: ‘On that day neither man nor jinn shall be asked con- 
cerning his ط2‎ (for their sins will be known by their different marks). 
Here the word used for siz is not jurm, but zand, Can it be supposed 
that the word used means merely a weakness or imperfection of 
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Human nature? Does it not clearly refer to acts done ‘in violation of 
the commandment of Gop, deserving punishment,’ وھ‎ what we call 
sin? : 
“In Sura Al Kasas, xxvii. 78, occurs the following : ‘And the 
wicked shal) not be asked about their sins.’ For wicked the word is 
mujrimon ; for sins, zanb. Here, then, is a direct contradiction of the 
statement that the punishment of hell is only awarded to those who 
commit jurm ; in this verse the sinful acts of those who are mujrim 
are styled not jurm, but zand. 

“ The explanation of this verse, as given in the Tafsir-i- Husain, is” 
worthy of consideration. The commentator records ‘about their sims 
(gunah), sinners (ganahgdrdn) means idolaters.’ Here, then, we have 
the word zanb applied to the sins of idolaters by the learned writer of 
the Tafsir-i-Husaini. It cannot surely be contended that the sins of 
idolaters can be considered as merely ‘weaknesses or imperfections 
of human nature’! 

“In Sura Ai Mulk, \xvii. is described the punishment of ‘devils, 
for whom we have prepared the torment of burning fire, and for those 
who believe not in their Lorp (is also prepared) the torment of hell.” 
‘So often asa company of them shall be thrown therein....+++ ' they 
shall say: ‘If we had hearkened or had rightly considered, we should 
not have been among the inhabitants of burning fire.’ And then in verse 
2, ‘they shall confess their sivs; but far be the inhabitants of burn- 
ing fire (from obtaining mercy).’ Here the word used for the sins of 
those suffering the punishment of hell is not jurm, but و٥‎ ; what, 
then, becomes of the accuracy of the assertion that the Koran does 
not speak of hell-fire as 2 punishment for those to whom zané is to be 
attributed ?. The above verse absolutely contradicts such an assertion. 

“In Sura Vusaf, xii. 29, we find these words applied to Potiphar’s 
wife, who lied, incited to adultery, and calumniated a holy man: 
‘Thou, (O woman) ask pardon for thy sin. Here ۸مھ‎ is again used. 
Can it be contended that the sins of Potiphar's wife were mere ‘weak- 
ness or imperfection of human nature,’ and not sins ‘in violation of 
the commandments of Gon deserving to be punished P? 

« Sura Shams, xci. Of the excellence of this Sura it is said: ‘The 
Mahommedan who shail devoutly read this chapter shall be rewarded as 
if he had bestowed in alms all that the sun and moon enlighten.’ 
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What does it tell us? The tribe of Thamud accused their prophet 
Saleh of imposture, and disregarded the positive injunctions of this 
apostle of Gov’.when he forbade them to kill the ‘Camel of Gon.’ 
“Wherefore’ (vide verse 14) ‘their Lorp destroyed them for their 
crime.’ Surely the terrible punishment implied the commission of a 
heinous offence, of an act done ‘in violation of the commandments of 
Gon, deserving to be punished ;’ the sin resulting in the destruction of 
thé"Thamudites was certainly not merely the ‘natural weakness of man, 
for which he requires the strength and support of Gop.’ The word 
used for this sin of the Thamudites is not jurm, but 2and. Moulvi 
Naimuddin, whose translation is often appealed to by Mahommedans in 
these provinces, uses here the word pd as the equivalent of zanb, and 
pdp undeniably means siz. 

“In the dictionary Maheet-al-Maheet the definition of zanb is 
giventhus: ‘The 2and, the repeatedly looking into sin or crime or fault 
or iniquity in a state of sin’ This almost looks as if zand was rather 
worse than jurm in the opinion of the lexicographer, and implied a 
longing for more sin while in the act of committing sin! In the same 
book zand is also defined as: ‘In the divine law a word for the act of 
committing sin by a responsible agent, or the giving of an order that is 
contrary to the divine law. 

Par therefore from zané, according to the Koran, meaning only a‏ ×؛ 
weakness or imperfection of human nature, not amounting to what is‏ 
generally known as sin, the above passages undeniably show that the‏ 
term zavé is in the Koran applied—‏ 

“ (a) to the sins of men and jinns which deserve punishment; 

“ (8) tothe sins of the wicked, who deserve the punishment of hell. 
Such wicked persons according to the Tafsir-i-Husaini being idolaters ; 

“(¢) to the sins of those in hell suffering punishment for not 
believing in their Lord ; 

“(@) to the sins of lying, exciting to adultery, and calumniat- 
ing a holy man ; 

“(e) to the sins of persons, who rejected the testimony and dis- 
regarded the orders of an apostle of Gop. 

“When, therefore, the term ۶7۶ is applied to the sinful actions of 
prophets, including Mahomed, ‘on what authority is the meaning watered 
down to an imperfection or weakness of human nature ?’ If Mahomed 


; 
and other prophets were guilty of zazd, which is undoubtedly alleged in 
the Koran, and if zand as shown above undeniably means sin of a 
grave nature, what becomes of the contention that prophets, although 
guilty of zanb, were sinless and had no need to ask pardon for their 
zané, like other sinful persons ? 

Darjeeling. J. M.” 


The letter above quoted, it will be observed, dealt with 
the meaning of the word zazd. The interpretation to be at- 
tached to 7urm was, for the time being, left out of considera- 
tion. The contention being that ywrm was not applied to the 
sins of the prophets, while zavé was so applied, it was obvi- 
ously necessary to ascertain the meaning of the latter term 
which was used, before touching on the word Jurm, which was 
not used. It was shown that in many instances (and more 
might have been given if thought necessary) zand was used to 
denote sin and grave sin—no passages were quoted (because 
none were found) to show that in the Koran zazd was used 
in any other sense than that of s¢z—and the question was 
asked: “ When therefore the term zanb 1s applied to the sinful 
actions of prophets, including Mahomed, on what authority is the 
meaning watered down to ‘an imperfection or weakness of 
human nature?’ If Mahomed and other prophets were 
الو‎ of zanb, which ts undoubtedly alleged in the Koran, and 
if zanb, as shown above, undeniably means sin of a grave 
nature, what becomes of the contention that prophets, al- 
though guilty of zanb, were sinless and had no need to ask 
pardon for thetr مرو‎ like other sinful persons?” 

The first letter, which appeared in reply to my represent- 
ation quoted above, was published in the Epiphany of 
23rd August. The writer of this letter was Mufti Mahom- 
ed Sadiq. The letter issued from Qadian, where the Review 
af Religions is published. 
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THE KORAN. 
To tHe EDITOR دہ‎ THE “ EPIPHANY.” 

Dear Srr,—The statement appearing in your issue of 19th July 
from the pen of Mr. J. M. regarding the true significance of the word 
43 requires to be contradicted. J. M. writes: ‘Among the expedi- 
ents for doing away with the meaning of the verses in the Koran refer- 
ring to the above matter, one lately reintroduced is the assertion that 
the word used for the siz regarding which Mahomed was told to ask 
pardon “ does not mean sin, but only the natural weakness of man, for 
which he requires the strength and support of Gop.” The word so used 
is مع , ڈنپ‎ The quotations given by Mr, J. M. are, though not exact- 
ly as in the original, as I will show, taken from the Review of Religions, 
a monthly journal published by the Anjuman-i-Isha’at-i Islam, Qadian, in 
the Gurdaspur district. The May number of this magazine deals with the 
subject of the ‘sinlessness of the prophets,’ and on page 182, under the 
heading of ‘ Difference between 2and and jurm,’ the writer says: ‘But 
the word ذنب‎ (zand) is applicable a/so to the weakness of human nature. 
It is for this reason that since the prophets of Gop partake of human 
nature, and consequently of the weakness of the flesh, the word ذنب‎ 
(sand) has been applied to them in the Word of Gov. But that there it 
has been used only in the sense of human weakness, and not in that of 
actual commission of sin by them, is apparent from the fact that the word 
جرم‎ (jurm), which is the exact equivalent of sin, has never been applied 
to any prophet of Gop. And further on page 183 we have: ‘It (the 
holy Koran) threatens the “>جرم‎ (mujrim), that is, the person who com- 
mits a جرم‎ (jurm) or sin, with the punishment ef hell, but nowhere does 
it speak of a similar punishment for the مذنب‎ ( muznib), that is, the person 
to whom ڈنپ‎ (sand) or human weakness may be attributed.’ Mr.J. M. 
has simply wasted his time in proving what his opponent admitted, viz., 
that the word «J3 (zazb) is used as well for the natural weakness of - 
humanity as for sins actually committed. To refute his opponent’s argu- 
ments he ought to have shown: (1) That the word ws (zandb) is not used 
in a wider sense ; (2) that the word جرم‎ (jurm) has also been applied to 
the prophets of Gop; (3) that the holy Koran threatens every muznzb 
(the person to whom zazé can be attributed) with the punishment of hell 


as it does the mujrim. Yours faithfully, 
nr. Murer: Matrnutan Santo _ 
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The above statement of Mufti Mahommed Sadiq how- 
ever formed no answer to the question which I had asked. 
The Mufti held that I had not correctly interpreted the 
meaning of the article in the Review of Religions and that 
it was not the intention of the writer of that article to deny 
that ۸ءء‎ was used in double sense, v2z., (a) as meaning “ sins 
actually committed,” (6) as equivalent to “the natural 
weakness of humanity.” 

I certainly had not gathered from the terms of the article 
that this was the intention of the writer, but I was perfectly 
ready to accept the assurance of Mufti Mahomed Sadiq that 
this was so. : 

But the Mufti, instead of replying to the question asked 
in my letter, was of opinion that I ought to have shown: (1) 
“that the word zezé is not used in a wider sense,” that is, I 
presume that the word is not used in the sense of an imper- 
fection or weakness of human nature, and not as equivalent to 
“sins actually committed.” (I omit all reference to the Muftis 
further recommendations as to what I ought to have shown, 
as these refer to questions regarding بر‎ which I had pur- 
posely left untouched pending decision as to the meaning 
of zané.) 

With all deference to the Mufti it was not for me to show 
that zand was used in any wider sense than what I found in 
the Koran, and the lexicons. On the contrary it was for the 
writer of the article in the Reozew of Religions or any of 
his supporters to establish the accuracy of the contention 
that zaz was used in the sense of an imperfection or weak- 
ness of human nature—a contention which, so far as my 
knowledge went, was not in accordance with the accepted 
meaning of zazé either in the Koran, or the Arabic diction- 
aries, When a new meaning for a phrase or word is started, 
it lies upon the person introducing such new meaning to 
establish his position—in the present case no proof of the 
accuracy of the interpretation of zazé given by the writer of 

2 


10 


the article in the Review of Religions was afforded, except 
his own unsupported assertion. 

The reply of the Mufti, to the effect that zand was 
used in the sense of sin, and also of the weakness of hu- 
manity, was however valuable, and prepared the way for 
arriving at a decision as to the meaning of .فوع‎ I had dis- 
charged the onus which lay upon me of showing that in the 
Koran zané was used in the sense of sth; I had therefore 
every right to call on the Mufti to adduce the Koranic pas- 
sages on which he relied to show that za#d was used in the 
Koran to mean “an imperfection or weakness of human nature,” 
not amounting to sin. Details of the actions. of several of the 
prophets having been given in the Koran, an@it being import- 
ant to know whether in the opinion of the Mifti such actions 
amounted to what is called sixs, or merely to “imperfections 
or weaknesses of human nature,” I asked for a definite reply 
on this point, the question being grounded on various pas- 
sages of the Koran, relating to several of the prophets. 

The letter in which the reply of Mufti Mohammed Sadiq 
was discussed, appeared in the Epzphany of September 13th. 


THE KORAN. 
To THE EpiTor OF THE “ EpreHAny.” 


Dear Sir,—In your issue of 23rd August, your correspondent, 
Mufti Mohamad Sadiq, writes that a statement of mine appearing 
in the Zpiphany of 19th July regarding the true meaning of zanéb 
requires to be contradicted. Further on in the same letter your corres- 
pondent expresses his opinion that I have simply wasted my time in 
proving what my opponent admitted. To what part of my statement, 
therefore, the contradiction was necessary I da not quite gather. Your 
correspondent goes on to point out the course which, in conducting 
the argument, I ought to have taken, in his opinion. 

My ctatament wac that in the aninion of certain Moslem writers. 
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ask pardon, does not mean تہ‎ but only the natural weakness of man 
for which he requires the strength and support of Gon.’ I quoted 
various passages from the Koran which showed conclusively that 
zanb (the word to which reference was made above), far from mean- 
ing only a weakness or imperfection of human nature, not amounting 
to what is generally known as sz, was applied to grave sins, such as 
idolatty, lying, unbelief, calumny, etc. 

I certainly did not gather from the article in the Review of Relt- 
gions, to which the Mufti refers, that, in the Koran, gand was applied 
to such grave sins, but I am glad to be now assured by your corres- 
pondent that such is the case. The Mufti says it is admitted that 
zanb applies to sins actually committed (including, I presume, such 
gtave sins as I have enumerated from passages in the Koran). But 
he maintains that when zazd is applied to the prophets of Gop, it 
means merely the imperfections of human nature not amounting to 
what is known as sin. 

"Before dealing with the meaning and application of jurm (which 
for the present at all events I had deliberately in my letter of roth July 
put aside), let us first dispose of zand, There is no question that sand 
is applied in the Koran to grave acts of sin. The passages which I 
have quoted: prove this beyond all doubt. Wiil the Mufti now give” 
us a selection of passages from the Koran which will establish his 
contention as to zand meaning merely imperfections of human nature, 
not amounting to sin? That 2anb=grave sins, according to the Koran, 
is established and admitted by the Mufti. I therefore ask him to 
tefer me to the passages in the Koran on which he relies to prove 
that 2a76 does mof mean grave acts of sin, but that it is applied to 
mere weaknesses of human nature not amounting to sin. 

In the Koran we have it recorded how Adam disobeyed Gon’s 
command and ate of the forbidden fruit. In the same Sura ( Araf) 
it is also recorded how Adam committed the grievous offence of 
attributing companions to Gop with reference to naming one of his 
children. 

How will the Mufti characterise such actions on the part of 
Adam as recorded in the Koran? Was each of these actions a 
Sin, or merely an imperfection of human nature not amounting to 
sin? 
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We are similarly told, on the authority of Mohamad himself, 
that Abraham on three occasions told falsehoods, actions which dis- 
qualified him from being an intercessor for mankind. Were such 
actions on the part of Abraham, in the opinion of Mufti Mohamad 
Sadiq, جن‎ or merely imperfections of human nature not amounting 
to sin? ; 

Of Moses we have it recorded, in Sura Al Kasas, that hé com- 
mitted an act of homicide. With reference to this act, Moses, as 
recorded in the above Sura, said: ‘This is of the work of the devil, 
for he is a seducing and open enemy. And he said: “QO Lorop, 
verily I have injured my own soul, wherefore forgive me,” so (Gop) 
forgave him.’ : 

Was this homicidal act on the part of Moses, in the opinion of 
the Mufti, a sz, or merely an imperfection of human nature not 
amounting to sin? 

» Again in Sura Araf we have detailed the action of Aaron in 
aiding and abetting the idolatry of the Israelites with reference to 
the golden calf. This action of Aaron was so very grave that Moses 
‘full of wrath and indignation. ..... took his brother by the hair of 
the head and dragged him unto him,’ and further supplicated the 
mercy of Gop towards Aaron for what he had done. In the opinion 
of Mufti Mohamad Sadig, was this action of Aaron (which pro- - 
duced such righteous indignation and necessitated such special sup- 
plication for his erring brother on the part of Moses) a siz, or merely 
an imperfection of human nature ? : 

I might extend the list of actions on the part of prophets, ¢.g., 
of Noah, David, Jonas, etc., but the above instances will suffice. 
When we get from your correspondent (a) the Koranic passages in 
which zané does not mean sim, but merely an imperfection of human 
hature not amounting to sin, and (6) when we learn from him 
whether the acts of prophets above enumerated amounted to szs or 
to imperfections less than sins, it will be time to arrive at a conclusion 
as to the validity of his contention regarding the meaning of zanb, 
and to go on, if need be, to a consideration of the application of 
Jurm. 

Yours faithfully, 

Darjeeling. j.M. 
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While Mufti Mahomed Sadiq was meditating over 
the reply to be given to the question contained in the above 
letter, another opponent of the views of the- writer of the 
article in the Review of Religions appeared on the scene. 
It will be remembered that Mufti Mohamad Sadiq had 
contétided that 7 should have shown that zen was not used 
in the Koran in a wider sense than that of szm, that is, 
that it was used also to denote an imperfection or weak- 
ness of human nature not amounting to sin. Although I 
could not recognize the obligation which the Mufti wished 
to cast upon me, the answer which the Mufti apparently 
expected from me was furnished to him in the letter of 
Mr. A. T. Upson of Shebin-el-Kom, Egypt, appearing 
in the ما(‎ of September 20th. In this letter Mr. 
Upson records the result of his examination of a// the 
pasages in the Koran in which zand is used. Whether the 
result is satisfactory to Mufti Mohammad Sadiq, or the 
writer of the article in the Review of Religions, is another 
question. But the outcome of Mr. Upson’s examination of 
the Koranic passages in which zazd is used, is that the word 
is always used to denote sin, and that “¢he statement that 
zanb denotes “natural weakness of human nature requiring 
the strength and support of God —ts entirely without founda- 
tion either tn the Koran or in books of the Arabic language.” 


THE SINS OF THE PROPHETS. 
To THe Epiror oF THE “ EPIPHANY.” 


Dear Sir,—My attention having been drawn to a letter on the 
above subject appearing in your issue of 19th July, I beg to state that I 
have made a diligent search in the beautiful original of the Koran with 
the assistance of a complete concordance and have turned up every 
passage in which occurs the word zané or its plural and have consult- 
ed on each passage two commentaries highly esteemed by the Moslems 


14 


of Egypt, ze. the famous one of Zamokhshari, called Al-kshaf, and the 
concise one of Jelal-ud-deen, the result being as follows :— 
The passages number 37 and after classification stand thus :— 
Passages in which zavd is stated in the text or by the com- 
mentators to be synonymous with khofeeya (=sin—a 
general term) lees: oe ae ا‎ 
Passages in which zand is stated to be Catt {=murder) 1 
zanb is stated to be Kadeera (z.¢., one 


” ” ” 


of the seven or more great crimes) و‎ 
Passages in which zané is stated to be Shirk ‘(polytheinn, 

the greatest of all crimes) as aces 28 
Passages in which zané is stated to be Kufr (unbelief, the 

second greatest of all) eae nae we 8 
Passages in which zand is stated to be Khateeya bi-ta-ammud . 

(wilful engaging in sin) , wee we 1 
Passages in which zand 1 by Mujrimoon (guilty 

sinners deserving hell) ove چو‎ 32 
Passages in which committers of مع‎ are in hell- te Pray 
Passages in which committers of zanb are in Azaab 

(torment)... ave ea vee ےج‎ 
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_ As to the statement that zazd denotes ‘natural weakness of hu- 

man nature requiring the strength and support of Gop’ this is entirely 

without foundation, either in the Koran or in books of the Arabic, 

language. Let me direct the reader to a few of the abovementioned 
passages :— 

Sura Al-Shuara 26: 13. (Said Moses) ‘ They (the Egyptians) have 
a crime (zanb) against me.’ Upon which the commentators simply 
remark: ‘ That crime was his murder of the Egyptian.’ 

Sura Al’Imran 3: 129. Zand is used as a synonym for fahisha 
which Zamokhshari says is either (2) adultery, or (4) any one of 
the kadcera sins. 

Sura Al-Mulk 67: 11. The context shows clearly that the 
culprits spoken of as confessing their sins are in hellfire; the word 


used for sin is zenb and Zamokhshari says that this represents hu/r 
مو و‎ ty ERNE |e AN, fT ot کو و‎ Rr ا کے و‎ or a, Pe 
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‘Sura Al-Shams gt: 14. Jelal-ud-deen says that the punishment 
for their sin mentioned (za#d) was Al-Azab (torment). 

Sura Ibrahim 14: 11. Both commentators state that the zand 

lowas ‘kufr,’ 

Sura Al-Kasas 28: 78. ‘And the wicked shall not be asked 
about their sins.’ The word for wicked is mujrimoon and that for 
sins zunoob, which is the plural of zand. 

: The learned Jelal-ud-deen adds: ‘For they shall enter the fire 
without reckoning’ (without trial), 

Sura Al-An’aam 6: 6. ‘We destroyed them in their sins’ 
(sunoob). Jelal-ud-deen says ‘for their giving the lie to the prophets,’ 
This is of course the unforgiven sin of ku/r. 

Sura Ghafir 40: 11. ‘We confess our sins, is there any way to 
get out.’ The text of the Koran itself, as well as the commentaries, 
shows clearly that these words are spoken by the infidels in hell-fire. 
Both commentators state that the greatest of the sins (sunoob) for 
which they are in the fire is that of ‘ku/r’ (disbelief). 

Sura Ghafir 40: 22 (lower down). Their apostles had come to 
them with evident signs and they disbelieved (4u/fr), wherefore Gop 
took them for their sins (wnoob, plural of zand). Jelal-ud-deen says 
that ‘took them’ means here ‘caused them to perish.’ ; 

Sura Al-Imran 3:14. ‘Forgive us therefore our sins (2zumo0b) 
and deliver us from the torment of fire’ What could be Clearer? 
It shows here once again that the only way to be saved from the 
torment of hell-fire is by Gon’s forgiveness of their zend, which other- 
wise, would surely send them there. 

Sura Al-Imran (lower) 3: 191. ‘OQ Lord, forgive us therefore 
our crimes and expiate for us our evil deeds.’ The learned commen- 
tator Zamokhshari says crimes here (gamoob) refers to ‘ kaba-zr,’ while 

‘the other evil deeds are sagha-ir. Now kaba-ir is the plural of 
kabeera (one of the seven or more great crimes), while sagha-ir is the 
plural of sagheera (the lesser ones). 

What more need be said concerning ‘zanb’'? The context 

: of the above ہو‎ passages with the learned comments upon them prove 
over and over again the meaning of the word and show that any one 
who has ever had the audacity to claim that zand means anything 
other than ‘violation of the Law of Gop by acts deserving of eternal 
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punishment,’ must be either a wilful deceiver of men or one who has 
but little knowledge of his own sacred book and still less of that 
wonderful perspicuous language in which it was written. 

About the word jurm. We have been told that it is never used 
in speaking of the sins of prophets. Lagree, for a very simple reason, 
that it is not used in the Koran itself at all ! Why also isnot the punish- 
ment of hell-fire spoken of as being inflicted upon the mwznzd (or 
doer of zanb)? Simply because musnib also does not occur in the 
Koran. (I give this on the authority of the concordance to the Koran 
edited by the great Arabic scholar Fliigel.) What does occur is 
simply this: The word for sinner is mujrim, which is derived from 
jurm, but his crime is not called jurm, but zand. If the mujrim 
deserves to be consigned to hell for his sin, and every Moslem must 
admit this, then it follows, axiomatically, that his sin, that is, his 
zanb, is an act deserving that punishment, and therefore we are 
compelled to conclude that zazd is an act committed in violation of 
the commandment of Gop and deserving punishment, and this is 
exactly what we find to be its meaning as given in Arabic dictionaries, 
etc. 

The large Arabic Encyclopedia edited by Butrus Bistani (one 
of the greatest Arabic scholars in Syria and Chief Assistant to Dr. Van 
Dyck in translating the Holy Scriptures into Arabic) says on page 
415 of Vol. VII— 

‘ Khateeya (sin) means sand or tthm or any wilful committal of 
either, or jarcema.’ 

Now jareema is derived from jurm and is alternately used with 
zenb in Egyptian courts to mean crime, or violation of the law of the 
country. 

Observe that Bistani gives 2an6, thateeya, and jareema as synonyms. 

And on page 377 of Vol. VIII occurs the following :— 

‘As for jurm its meaning is the amount of evil on account of 
which the sin is esteemed to be heavy or light and to merit a corres- 
pondingly heavy or light punishment.’ : 

In short, while the evil-doer is called mugrim his evil deed is said 
to be zand, while Bistani declares the jurm to be the guilt involved. 

In conclusion, I think it has been made clear to every possessor 
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mits that can help his fellow sinner into the Kingdom of Heaven 
In short, it is beautifully summed up in that Koranic verse which 
وھ‎ ۱ ۱ : 
‘La taziru waziratun wizra ukhra’ (‘No burdened soul shall 
bear the burden of another soul’). 
Shebin-el-Kom, Yours faithfully, 
Egypt. . A. T. Upson. | 


The first attempt—hardly indeed deserving the name 
even of attempt—to reply to the crushing letter of Mr. 
Upson, appeared in the Zfiphany of October 18th. 


To tHE Epiror or tHe * EpreHany.” 1 


Dear Sir, —We have read your correspondent, Mr. A. T.'Upson’s 
article in the Zpiphany of the 2oth September. We do not under- 
stand what made him bother his head for nothing. It is not clear 
what he wants to prove or what he has proved by giving a long list of 
passages where the word zand has occurred. The Mahommedans do 
not deny that the word zand means sin, but what they hold is that it 
has other meanings also, and that when it is usedin the case of the 
prophets, it is used not in the sense of sin, the punishment for which 
is hell-fire, but in the sense of human weakness requiring the strength 
and support of Gop. Can your correspondent, Mr. A. T. Upson, say 
that it has no other meaning than sin? Can he quote a single in- 
stance to show that it has been used of a prophet in the sense of sin 
which brings upon the head of the committer the punishment of hell ? 
If he cannot, what avails him in quoting passages one after another? 
He should cease to mislead readers by his misrepresentation of facts. 
We do not wish to dwell on the subject here at fulllength. If he 
wants to be enlightened on the subject will he, please, see the September 
number of the Review of Religivns, a monthly magazine published from 
Quadian, district Gurdaspur, Punjab. 

Yours faithfully, 

Purnea. : Timax MaHomen, 


{Upon this principle of interpretation anything might be made 
to mean anything. We might as well argue that in certain passages 
Allah means Satan and Mahomed Curist.—Ep., [ڑھ‎ 


3 


ہے 8ہ 


The futility of this reply needs no exposure. If the 
writer could not, as he professes, understand what Mr. Upson 
wanted to prove, and what he very conclusively proved, it 
is evidently impossible to treat “Timar Mahomed” as a 
serious controversialist. Feeble, however, as was this attempt 
to reply, Mr. Upson lost no time in giving in the Epsphany 
of December 13th, a very clear and crushing reply to Mr. 

’ Timar Mahomed’s questions. These questions were two: (a) 
Can Mr. Upson say that zezé has no other meaning than sin? 
Mr. Upson says very distinctly that this is what he means, 
and what he affirms. He says that, whether as used in the 
Koran itself or by any reliable Arabic lexicographer, zanb 
always and every where means sin and nothing else, and he 
very naturally challenges Mr. Timar Mahomed to produce 
any passage either from the Koran or from any reliable Arabic 
Dictionary or Encyclopedia, to prove that zazd means any- 
thing different from sin. There can be no doubt as to the 
meaning of Mr. Upson—as to his statement—as to the chal- 
lenge given, (2) The second question asked by Mr. Timar 
Mahomed was “Can (Mr. Upson) quote a single instance 
to show that zazd has been used of a prophet in the sense 
of sin which brings upon the head of the committer the 
punishment of hell.” Mr. Upson at once brings two in- 
stances, one from the commentator Zamokhshari who tells 
us that David's crime referred to in Sara Sd was adultery. 
The second, the sin of Adam mentioned in Sara Al-Araf, 
which was idolatry, or attributing companions to Gop. Here 
again there is no doubt as to Mr. Upson’s meaning, and no 
want of definiteness as to his statements. 

To THE Eprror oF THE “ EprPHaNy.” 

Dear Sir,—I have read in your issue of 18th October a letter 
signed by Timar Mahomed in which he has attempted to make some 
reference to my letter and in answer to him I say briefly, that I do dis- 
tinctly assert, that, so far as I am aware or can discover from any authen- 
tHe source whatever. whether it he the Koran itself or any reliable 


19 


Arabic lexicographer, the word ‘ sab’ does always and everywhere mean 
sin, nothing else, although being inclusive in its meaning it covers both 
great and small sins, so that its highest point in the scale of sins is in 
Sura Momin (or Ghafir) (40: 11) where zand is used unmistakably to 
denote Ishr4k billah (association of others with Gop—polytheism), 
while at its lowest it is a synonym to the general term Khateeya, which 
means any sin, whether great or small. 

I challenge Mr. Timar Mahomed to bring either from the Koran 
itself, or from any approved work on Arabic Grammar, or from any 
reliable Arabic Dictionary or Encyclopedia, proof that zanb means any- 
thing different from ‘sin.’ 

As to his second point, the very first passage I turned up was on 
the crime of David (Sura Sad ye). El Zamokhshari calls David's 
crime zané and says that it was in the matter of Uriah’s wife, that is 
adultery. (Read in Holy Scripture, chapters 11 and 12 0f 2 Samuel.) 
Here is then a case taken at random, in which ‘ sand," as applied by one of 
the greatest of Moslem commentators to David’s sin, is explained to 
mean adultery. Does the Quadiani excuse adultery or does he, like the 
Moslems of Egypt, brand it as a sin of the deepest dye? Since when 
has adultery been ‘human weakness requiring the strength and support of 
Gop?’ Can Mr. Timar Mahomed tell us this? 

EI] Zamokhshari goes on to show the immensity of David’s ‘ zand,’ 
and the intensity of his contrition by relating that he (David) remained 
worshipping 40 days and nights and that he carved his sin (here 
‘khateeya’ is used as a synonym for ‘zand’) on his palm so as never to 
forget it. 

Jalal-ud-din in connection with the same passage relates the story 
of Uriah’s wife in this way. He says that the 99 sheep mentioned 
represented David’s وو‎ wives which he already had and that the one 
ewe represented the one wife of the other man with whom he fellin 
love and then took her and married her and went in to her. Thusit 
clearly appears that David’s ‘zand’ was adultery and I cannot imagine 
how any intelligent man can so play with the language as to say that a 
prophet’s ‘zanb’ is only ‘human weakness,’ while the same word is 
allowed to mean ‘crime’ in every other case. He is thus violating all 
the rules of interpretation and exegesis, and this is what has caused the 
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The next case of a prophet’s sin which I turned up was the 
‘Ishrak’ (polytheism) of Adam mentioned in Sura Al-Araf (الڑعراف)‎ 
150. Al-Beid4wi, the great commentator, admits that Ishrak’took place, 
but then in evident distress adds, ‘ But the like of this is not fitting to 
the prophets of Gon,’ and then tries to get out of the difficulty by 
suggesting that it could not have been Adam, but must have been 
Cosai, in spite of the fact that the man referred to was the one out of 
whom was formed the first woman and from them two all mankind, 
and everyone admits this to be Adam. Therefore Adam was the one 
whose دہع‎ was Jshrak, and where is the Moslem who does not consider 
this a crime deserving of hell-fire? 

As to the contention that the ‘ muznzb’ is not threatened with hell- 
fire, or that there are no cases recorded of the muznib being actually 
in hell-fire, I say that this foolish talk simply arises out of lack of 
knowledge of the Arabic original of the Koran, since there the jurm of 
the mujrim is never called jurm, because jurm'is not a Koranic word 
at all, but is very often called zanb, that being the crime which causes 
the doer of it (mujrim) to go to hell-fire. JZujrim means exactly 
the same as muzni}, but is used instead of it as the latter does not 
occur in the Koran, just the same as zanb is used instead of jurm which 
does not occur. © 

See Sura Momin 40: 11 and context, together with any or all of 
the Arabic commentaries upon it, and various other passages detailed 
in my previous letter. 

O my fellow-men, how long will ye continue to look to one to 
intercede for you who never claimed to be an intercessor and trast to 
imaginary sinlessness of character which he never possessed? How 
long will ye disregard the claims of Jesus, the Messiah, the now risen 
and glorified Saviour, of whom Gon’s most Holy Word saith that He 
‘did no sin, neither was guile found in His mouth ’? 

Yours faithfully, 
Shebin-el-Kom, ARTHUR T. Upson. 
Egy pt. 


Clear as were Mr. Upson’s questions, and definite as 
was the challenge to produce any Koranic passage supporting 
the meaning attributed to مت‎ by Mr. Timar Mahomed, 
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up to date (Jan. 1903), no attempt has been made by the 
latter to answer Mr. Upson. It is true that in the EZpzphany 
of January 3rd, 1903, along letter under the signature of Timar 
Mahomed has appeared, but this letter -was evidently 
written before Mr. Upson’s letter was published. Whether, 
therefore, Mr. Timar Mahomed has sent any further letter 
containing the Koranic passage demanded by Mr. Upson, I 
cannot say, but none such has appeared, and the letter in 
the 3rd Jan. issue of Lfzphany is quite irrelevant to the 
point at issue. It deals with well-worn assertions, as to the 
sinlessness of Mahomed, which is ۶ءء‎ the point at present 
under discussion, but it contains no reference to or explana- 
tion of the meaning of zaud, which zs the matter at issue. 
This method of attempting to draw a red herring over the 
trail isa familiar device amongst Moslem controversialists, 
when they find it hard to reply to the arguments of an 
opponent. But such a palpable device will not answer Mr. 
Upson’s questions, and does not constitute any reply to his 
definite challenge. 

Inthe same issue of the Zp:phany, appeared a communi- 
cation from a correspondent, Abdul Kaddoose, which pur- 
ported to be a reply to my letter of 13th September, in 
which very definite questions were put to Mufti Mahomed 
Sadiq, and in which he was asked to cite the Koranic pas- 
sages alleged to prove that zazé meant merely a weakness 
of human nature. Ih reply apparently to these very definite 
and relevant ‘questions, Abdul Kaddoose jauntily remarks 
that “it is neither advisable nor will it be of any use to discuss 
what is the general import of the word zazb”! As, however, 
this point was the very matter under discussion, the value of 
the contribution of Abdul Kaddoose to the discussion may 
be very readily estimated. A question regarding any subject 
-is not answered by deliberately declining to discuss the 
subject regardin& which the question is asked. It may suit 
Abdul Kaddoose to try to escape from the inconvenience of 
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the questions asked, but such a barefaced petstio principet will 

deceive no one except a person who wishes to be deceived. 
The letter of Abdul Kaddoose, while ignoring the point 

at issue, deals with the question of Mahomed’s sinlessness, 


on other, and at the present stage of the discussion irrele- 
vant, grounds. 


‘IS MAHOMED SINLESS?’ 
To tue Epiror of THE ٠۶ EpipHany.” 


Dear Sir,—The subject whether the prophet Mahomed is free 
from sin was discussed in your columns for a very Jong time, but neither 
Christians are in a position to convince Mahommedans that their pro- 
phet committed sins, nor the statements put forth by the Mahom- 
medans proving the sinless character of their prophet is acceptable to 
the followers of Currst. In such circumstances it is neither advisable 
nor will it be of any use to discuss what is the general import of the 
word مھ‎ qld (your issue of 13th September, 1902, by J.M.) It is the 
chief duty of a religious leader to set an example to his followers 
instead of preaching to them empty words, and Mahomed, whose 
followers were taught to do what he himself did, did ask pardon, not for 
his own sake, but to teach the Mahommedan publicthe manner in 
which pardon of Gop is tobe asked. It was the main object of the 
prophet to make his followers habituated to asking pardon. That he 
succeeded in his object there is no doubt. We find Mahomedans 
are too religious because those who are religious can only approach 
Gop. Asking pardon is tantamount to approaching Gop. He said: ‘I 
ask pardon of Gop hundred times a day.’ It does not appear contrary to 
the spirit of the Koran, even to a foreigner, that Mahommed’s character 
.is untouched by sin although he is commanded in it by Gop to ask 
pardon. One passage of this kind runs thus: ‘ Know, therefore, that 
there is no Gop but Gop and ask pardon for thy sin and for the true be- 
lievers, both men and women.’ The Koran is not addressed to the pro- 
phet alone, but it is addressed to the past, present and future genera- 
tions of the Mahommedan public. Ii is a manifest error and illogicak 


to suppose that ‘ask pardon for thy sin’ refers to®the prophet alone. 
bE 
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paving his way to approach Gop. ‘There is no Gop but God’ is a 
general statement, so also‘ ask pardon for thy sin’ is a general ordinance. 
Every Mahommedan takes the word ‘ thy’ as referring to himself. How 
the words ‘ask pardon for thy sin’ imply not free from sin is inconceiv- 
able. The meaning of the passage is that the prophet, in his re- 
presentative character of man, being one of the descendants of Adam, 
who is said to have committed sin in disobeying Gon, is warned to 
guard himself against such tendency of human nature. 

The followers of the Messiah must understand that, unlike their 
Bible, the Koran contains the very words of Gop in the direct 
speech. If the Bible were to be of the same nature Jesus CHRIST 
would have been commanded to ask pardon of Gop. Then His 
followers would have no difficulty in pronouncing the unsullied purity 
of Mahomed. When learned men like George Sale are disposed to 
comment upon the Koranic verse quoted above in the following 
manner, ordinary Christians are not expected to be impartial in con- 
struing similar passages: ‘Though Mahomed here and elsewhere 
acknowledges himself to be a sinner, yet several Mahommedan doctors 
pretend he was wholly free from sim and suppose he is here command- 
ed to ask forgiveness, not that he wanted, but that he might set an 
example to his followers.’ To sit upon judgment whether Mahomed 
was free from sin, a careful study of his life is quite necessary; it 
will not do to draw inferences from certain passages of the Koran 
which refer to and admonish each and every Mussalman. 

Religious history shows that followers of one previous prophet 
detested and cursed another who came after. We find that the Jews 
accused Jesus Curist of imposture and went so far as to crucify Him, 
and Christians, in their turn, call Mahomed a false prophet, but they 
were unable to do him any other harm than this blasphemy; on the 
contrary, the prophets of the Jews are the prophets of the Christians 
also, and the Mahommedans acknowledge and respect the founders 
of both these religions. If Islam is considered to be an innovation 
and needless, as there already exists a true religion, Christianity, which 
is recognised by the Koran, the sanie is applicable to the Christianity 
which acknowledges Judaism. All these three religions are of Semitic 
origin and the Aryarlic ideas which are said to be found in Christianity 
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the gulf which separates these two latter religions is to be bridged it 

will be of immense service to the followers of these creeds as well as 
. for the general welfare of India. I think Mahommedans are easily 

reconciled, but Christians are stubborn and cling to their own ideas as 

did the Jews in former days. Mahommedans cannot believe i the | 
divinity and incarnation of Jesus Cueist. ‘The New Testament 

speaks of Jesus Curist as the Only Son of Gop and sometimes 

Gop Himself, which lead to the faith in the-divinity of Jxsus 

Curist. A Mussalman who is well acquainted with Sufism would 

interpret this portion without offending either party, Hut the por- 

tion which crosses the prophetic character of Mahomed ‘is offen- 

sive and it rests with educated Christians to give liberal consttuction 

to such passages as are supposed to speak of the advent of Mahot- 

ed. One of my' friends who has read the Bible critically told me 

that the New Testament is full of Sufism, A Mahommedan would re- 

gard the New Testament which is a record of the sayings of Jesus 

Curist and His disciples, as he would regard the books on Ahadeese 

(traditions from Mahomed) as a major portion of Ahadeese. is 

considered to be built upon revelations. ; 
Yours faithfully, 
Mysore. “ Asput Kuppooss. 


(1. Mahomed, upon your theory, would seem to have taken great 
pains to be misunderstood in the matter. Nothing could be more mis- 
leading than the course of action which he adopted. For a sinless:man 
to ask pardon for sin a hundred times a day merely by way of example, 
is an absurd unreality. And as he gave no such explanation as you 
supply, it would appear that he was entirely careless as to his own re- 
putation for sinlessness. Why, then, should his followers make such a 
point of the matter P 

2. As we have before said, Mahomed very likely was sinless, ac- 
cording to the Mussulman estimate of sin, ze., he did not transgress any. 
rule or principle of the Koran. But just because Curist’s estimate. of 
sin is so very much profounder than that ofthe Koran, the character 
of Mahomed, judged by the standard of the New Testament, appears 
full of flaws. And Curist was not only sinless by tlfe Koranic standard, 
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3. Mahomed nowhere explicitly claims. sinlessness, and we find 
him confessing sinfulness. CuristT never uttered a word of confes- 
~ sion; or penitence, ‘and expressly claimed sinlessness. He claimed 
ta ‘exhibit in His own person the very character of Gop, 7272... perfection, 
This is something far higher than even such sinlessness as Adam 
might have exhibited had he remained unfallen, It was never claimed 
by any other prophet. Therefore this revelation of Curust either 
supersedes all others in importance, or was a gross imposture, deserv- 
ing condign punishment. The Koran was but a retrogression 
to the far lower standard of the Old Testament prophets; and so, can 
add nothing. to the divine manifestation made in the Gospels, 
And we say boldly that even if (ger dmpossibile) the character of 
Curist had been the invention of His disciples, still it would be better 
to retain that ideal of Divine perfection as our standard than revert to 
the very imperfect reality of the merely human character of Mahomed, 
_ 4. Asa single iJlustration of the difference, we may addyce what 
you have said concerning the successive claims of the prophets. JEsus 
Curist claimed to fulfil and supersede the Jewish dispensation ; 
therefore the Jews hated Him, and because He refused to. appeal to 
the violence of His followers, were able to put Him to death, He 
would not purchase religious victory at the price of any blood-shedding 
but His own. Mahomed, on the other hand, claimed to supersede 
beth the Jewish and Christian revelations, and condemned to the sword 
both Jews and Christians who were unable to accept him, Curisr 
was long-suffering and forbearing to those who were unable to rise | 
wp to His high claims and. high standard. Mahomed was implac- 
able to all who refused to come down to his lower level. It is all the 
difference between the worldly propagandist and the unworldly 
martyr.—Ep., ڑھ‎ 


The tactics of Abdul Kaddoose in the above letter afford 
another specimen of the method dear to Moslem contro- 
versialists, and his letter is simply a device of the same descrip- 
tion as that of Timar Mahomed. Like him, Abdul Kaddoose 
ignores the point at issue, and tries to cover up his inability 
to dispose of-it by an irrelevant disquisition on a cognate sub- 
ject. As, however, it seemed well to point out for the edifica- 
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tion of Mufti Mahomad Sadik who still remained silent, that 
the clumsy attempt of Abdul Kaddoose in no way removed 
the responsibility of the Mufti to reply to the letter of 13th 
September, the following letter appeared in the Eiphany of 
November 1st :-- 


To tHE EpiTor oF THE “ EpipHAny,” 


Dear Sir,—Permit me to point out to your correspondent Abdul 
Kaddoose, whose letter appears in the Epiphany of 18th October, that 
deliberately ignoring the point at issue will afford no solution of the 
question now under consideration. Your correspondent writes that 
‘it is neither advisable, nor will it be of any use to discuss what is the 
general use of the word 43 (your issue of 13th September, 1902, “by 
j.M.).’ But this is ¢4e point at issue, a point not raised for the first 
time by ‘J. M.,’ but springing from an article in the May number of 
the Review of Religions. The question raised is an alleged distinction 
between ۸7۸ھ‎ and jurm, and the first point to be determined in consid- 
ering that question is undoubtedly the meaning and application of the 
word zanb. When this is ascertained we can then proceed to consider 
the meaning and applications of the word jurm, and to see whether 
there is, as alleged, any distinction between it and zand as used in the 
Koran. It is obviously, therefore, no solution of the question, as 
suggested by your correspondent, to refrain from any discussion of 
the word .27ھ‎ 

Thecaseatpresentstandsthus: A (J. M,) asserts that in the Koran 
zanb is habitually used as meaning siz. A supports his assertion by 
quotations from the Koran. The contention of A is endorsed by B 
(Mr. Upson), who tabulates all the passages in the Koran in which zand 
is used asserting that in all these passages zand means sin. -B also 
asserts that this meaning of za is supported by lexicographers and 
commentators. C (Mahomed Sadiq, the Reviezu of Religions) on the 
other hand asserts that zand in the Koran means (a) sin; (4) weakness 
of human nature not amounting to sin. 

A and B having given evidence in support of their contention, C is 
now called on'to do the same, رہ‎ to show from the Koran passages 
in which zanb means a weakness of human nature. This demand, 
which is fair and reasonahle and jin accordance with all lecitimata 
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procedure, has been made in the letter of J. M. of 13th September, 
and ‘the reply on the part of Mufti Mahomad Sadiq to such reasonable. 
demand, is awaited both by J. M. and those of your readers, whether 
Christian or Moslem, who are interested in arriving at a true conclusion 
with reference to the matter under discussion. If your correspondent 
Abdul Kaddoose will contribute to the solution of the point at issue by 
answering the very relevant questions, and giving the Koranic passages, 
referred to in the letter of 13th September, such aid in arriving at a 
definite conclusion as to the Koranic meaning and application of zand, 
which is the matter at present under discussion, will be welcomed by 


your readers and by 
Yours faithfully, 


j.M. 


In the October issue of the Review of Religions, a feeble 
attempt was made to do away with the blow which Mr. 
Upson’s letter inflicted, but the attempt was nothing more 
than an evasion of the points definitely at issue—a repetition 
in fact of the clumsy tactics adopted by Abdul Kaddoose and 
Timar Mahomed. It was necessary therefore to keep these 
points clearly in view, and not to permit of any slipping out 
of the main question under discussion. The points on which 
definite explanation was required, but which hitherto had not 
been furnished, were therefore set forth in the following ود‎ 
appearing in the رم/ ۸۸ط‎ of November 15th ے:‎ 


WAS MOHAMMED SINLESS? 
To THE Epiror oF THE ٠۰ EprrHany.” 


Dear Sir,-~The letter of Mr. Upson appearing in your issue of 
zoth September has been an unpleasant revelation to the writer in the 
Review of Religions, and it is interesting to watch the manner in which 
he attempts to evade, and then to wriggle out of, the difficulties in 
which Mr. Upson’s plain statement of facts has landed him. Mr, 
Upson is quite competent to deal with the puerile attempt to answer 
his letter, which appears in the October number of the Review of 
Religions ; meanwhile it is weil to keep before your readers the real 
question which is at present under discussion. 
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In the May issue of the Review of Religions the assertion was mdde 
that zaad “is not the equivalent of sin,’ that ‘sin int Argbic is jurm, and 
between jurm and sanb there is an important difference. Furm is sin 
as defined above, an act in violation of the commandments of Gop» 
deserving to be punished: But the word zanb is applicable also to 
the weakness of human nature.’ . 

It was alleged that when zand was applied to: the prophets of Gop 
in the Koran it was not used in the sense of ‘ actus? commission of sin 
by them,’ but ‘ only in the sense of human weakness.’ | 

It was further stated that ‘to take sand as synonyttows-with sin ’ 
was ‘a fact contratlicted by Arabic lexicography.’ 

: Asa proof of the soundness of this contention as to the meaning of 
zanb, it was stated that ‘ the word jurm, which is the exact equivalent of 
sin, has never been applied to any prophet of Gop, Had it been the 
intention of the Word of Gop to describe prophets as sinful men, we 
cannot understand why it should have avoided in their case the use of 
a word, jurm, which plainly meant sin, no/withstanding that thal word 
has been made use of by the Holy Book in a hundred places in respect of 
the opposers of the prophets whom it actually regardssinful.’ (The italics 
are mine.) 

As the discussion, which centred in the meaning of sand went on, 
the writer in the Review of Religions seems to have become not quite 
sure of his plain statement made above that jurm has ‘been made use of 
by the Holy Book in a hundred places’ in respect of other persons 
than prophets. And so in the September issue of the periodical we 
find the strong statement as to jurm adroitly watered down into includ- 
ing jurm, ism, and jfisg, with their derivatives. It is evident, therefore, 
that the writer was. fully conscious-of the inaccuracy of the first. state- 
ment made. : 1 

(a) That this statement was absolutely incorrect, Mr. Upson’s 
letter demonstrated with a clearness which must have been unpleasant 
to the overconfident writer in the Review of Religions, Far from jurm 
being.used ‘in a hundred places’ in the Koran, Mr: Upson showed that 
the ward did nat occur even once'l: How does the Moslem meet this ex- 
posure? By acknowledging ‘that his first statement was grossly in- 
‘accurate 2 ۔‎ By na -means.. He-calls Mr. Upson’s plain .statement of 
fact, which absolutely refuted the accuracy of the first allegation of the 
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wtiter in the Review, ‘a strange explanation *! But it is not from Mr. 
Upson that any explanation, ‘sttange or otherwise, is required. What 
your readers will-doubtless expect is an explanation from she writer of 
the article in the Review 4s to the glaring misrepresentation which he 
permitted-himself to make when he asserted that jurm was used in a 
3 places in the Koran, the fact, on-the contrary, being that the 
wird is not used in a single instance in that book. Whenthis explan- 
ation is furnished—and every honest controversialist will feel that such 
an explanation is due—we shall have an opportunity of characterising it 
as it appears to deserve. 

(4) As to zanb, Mr. Upson demonstrated that it is used i صا‎ the 
Koran on 37 occasions, and that in all of them it is employed to denote 
‘Sin, Will the writer of the article in the Reozew who simply evades in 
silence the damaging effect of Mr. Upson’s facts, refer your readers 
to any of these Koranic passages, or to any others, in which zand is 
used to denote merely the weakness of human nature, and not sin?—to 
any Koranic passages in which it is applied to the prophets in, the 
sense of a weakness of human nature, not amounting to sin? In the 
October issue of the Review the writer says that the zand of a prophet 
‘is quite different from jurm, &c.’ (the &c. is the convenient addition 
which is meant to conceal the inaccuracy of the writer’s original state- 
ment as to ,سار‎ used by itself without any &c.!) ‘It is not punishable 
as these are; it is not looked upon with displeasure by Gop! It is no- 
thing -more than human weakness.’ When therefore Adam committed 
the sin of idolatry, Moses the sin of homicide, Aaron the sin of parti- 
cipation in idolatry. Abraham the sin of falsehood, Jonah the sin of 
flagrant disobedience to Gop’s commands, David the sins of lust and 
murder, in what respect vere such sins committed by prophets differ- 
ent from sins of idolatry, homicide, murder, &c., when committed by 
persons other than prophets ? Does the writer mean to assert that these 
acts of these prophets above referred to —acts of sin without doubt— 
were not ‘looked upon with displeasure by Gon,’ and that they were in 
each case ‘nothing more than human weakness’ 7 

(c) Mr. Upson’s letter further demonstrates that, according to 
Arabic lexicography, sand is the equivalent of sin, and that the statement 
of-the writer in the ediew that Arabic lexicegraphy contradicts: the 
accuracy of this definition is incorrect. .. Will the writer cite the passages 
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from Arabic lexicographers on which he relies in making the assertian 
which is shown to be inaccurate ? Assertion is not proof, and the writer 
of the article in the Revzew cannot expect his mere statement on a. 
matter of philology to be accepted, without any reference to authority. 
Especially is this the case when his ignorance both of Arabic and Greek 
philology has been so ludicrously illustrated in his dealing with the 
composition and derivation of the word Paraclete, vide your issue 
of 16th August. 2 

On each of the points dealt with in (a), (6) and (c) the expla- 
nation of the writer of the article in the Review of Religions is 


awaited. 
Yours faithfully, 


Darjeeling. J. M. 
In the Epiphany of Nov. دلاو‎ and following number 


appeared a powerful “Refutation of Mirza Gulam Ahmad 
Kadiani’s Article on the Sinlessness of the Prophets.” 





‫َ 


A REFUTATION OF MIRZA GULAM AHMAD KADIANI’S 
ARTICLE.ON THE SINLESSNESS OF THE PROPHETS. 


Published in “ The Review of Religions” for May 1902. 


The Christians have, دہ‎ the basis of their Holy Scripture, always 
held that every human being has sinned against the laws of Gop, with 
the sole exception of Curist, the Word of Gop, who is ‘holy, guile- 
less, undefiled, separated from sinners,and made higher than the heavens.’ 
They have also proved this to be the doctrine of the Koran to the great 
chagrin of Mohamedan apologists who hold to the séndessness of all 
the prophets, especially their own. We read in the Koranthat, just 
like common mortals, prophets too have their zanb (sin) to confess ; 
and they seek mag/erat (pardon for sin) and Mohamed is specially and 
repeatedly enjoined to do so. 

This position of the Christians is so scriptural and at the same time 
so rational, that Mohamedan controversialists, however acute or learned, 
find it simply unassailable. Mirza Gulam Ahmad Kadiani, however, 
who. pretends. along with various supernatural gifts, to exceptional 
enlightenment from on High in solving the difficulties‘of the Koran, 
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has of late been at pains to-explain away the obvious import of these 
repeated confessions of sins on the part of the prophets. In them- 
selves, his-comments do not deserve a serious thought; but for the 
benefit of such as are naturally predisposed to take up even the most 
untenable theory which seems to uphold the cause of Islam against the 
people of the Book, I undertake to expose the futility of the Mirza’s 
attempts and the fanciful and uncritical character of his sugges- 
tions :— 

I, There is a verse in the Koran (xlvii, 21) addressed to 
Mohamed— 

واستغفر لانیگ و للمومذیں ر المومذات ( محمد ) 

which /iferally means: ‘ Ask pardon for thy sin and for the believing 
men and believing women.’ The translators and commentators are 
agreed that the phrase ‘Ask pardon for sin’ is necessarily implied in 
the second clause and the verse is thus rendered: ‘ Ask pardon for thy 
sin and for ¢he siz of the believing men and believing women.’ 

This, however, was too simple and straightforward a rendering to 
satisfy the Mirza and he paraphrases it this wise: ‘Pray to Gop that 
he may protect Thy nature against the weakness of the flesh and strengthen 
thee so that thou mayest not yield to that weakness. Pray also by way 
of intercession for the men and women who believe in thee that they 
may be saved from the punishment of the faults which they have com- 
mitted, &c., &c,’ (The italics are our own.) The Mirza in this does 
great violence to the text. The words ssfagfir (ask pardon) and zanb 
(sin) occur only once in the verse, and that in the first clause ; but they 
cover the second clause also in which they are implied, and this it is 
evident, that they can admit of only one signification throughout, We 
are, however, surprised that the Mirza so arbitrarily renders قد‎ in 
the principal clause by ‘ weakness of the flesh’ and in the dependent 
clause, in which it is only zmpéied, by faulls committed, Practically the 
Mirza wants to assure us that the’ Koran should have used two different 
words conveying two quite different senses and that it was wrong and 
unfortunate to select one and the same word and use it only once in 
this verse. If his inspiration were amenable to logic or exegesis we 


would fain advise him to assign the words a consistent and uniform 
meaning, be that what it mav. 
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Ii. He contends ‘ the word is/igfr originally means supplicating Gop 
to save one from yielding to the weakness of the flesh, to ‘strengthen 
the human nature and to take one in His refuge and under His shelter.’ 

(a) He does not quote his authority for this which he calls ‘ true 
and real signification.’ کر‎ 

(6). Nor does he illustrate this meaning from the Koran. 

(c) He asserts ‘ that the meaning is extended in certain cases and the 
word comes to mean the asking the protection of Gop from the con- 
sequences of faults already committed.’ He is wrong in limiting this 
meaning to certain cases ; the word is invariably used in this. sense and 
I challenge him to cite a single instance from the Koran in support of 
his contention. Here is one out of many like verses :— ; ee 


: g 7 of 
piel ذکروا ال‎ padi اوظلموا‎ Abdel والڈیں اذا نعلوا‎ 
Ce ۱ و الو بھم ( ال عم ان‎ 

‘And they who when they have done a manifest wrong or dealt 
unjustly with their souls, remember Gop and ask pardon for their sins’ 
iii. 129. The ‘true and real signification’ of is/agfar and sand is but 
too clear, and this also goes to illustrate the principle underlying the 
act of isfigfar; it is made when one has done a manifest wrong or 
dealt wnjustly with one’s soul. 

(d) He admits that ‘such extension is, however, allowed where 
the context requires it.’ Well then, the context in the verse under 
consideration does not make any difference between the prophet and 
his believers, the same words cover all and, therefore, ‘such extension’ 
must be allowed. But let us further ascertain what Mohamed himself 
understood this divine injunction to mean. : 

‘ L quote below some of his recorded istigfars (prayers for pardon 
of. sins) from the Afasharek ul anwar ےب‎ 


الم os het‏ خطیثني و جہلي و اعرافي wt a‏ § 


کے 7 ~ کس نے --220 No.‏ 
اللہم اغفري۔ ھندیي و جذي و خطیثني وءمەدي ٰ, 


ء٥‎ my Lord pardon me my trespass, my ignorance, my transgres: 
sion,,....my obscenity, my striving for sin, my trespass and my jnten- 
tional offence.’ 


33. 
“No. 2305—. -- 
’ ea ee 7 ا ای دا‎ 
Bary aide وآخرہ او‎ Shi او‎ ale و‎ eto الم اغفريی ذذبي کلك‎ 
0: “*O my Lord pardon me my sin altogether, the small one and the 
٠ 


at one, the first and the last, the open and the secret one.’ 
No. 2210— . 
جمیعا‎ yo فاغفريی‎ es ظلمت نفسي و اعقوفت‎ 

‘I have dealt unjustly with my soul, and I confess my sin, so 
pardon me my sins altogether.’ 

So if the context is to decide the question, the matter is settled 
once for all; for a person who has not only his zamé (sin) to confess, 
but his érespass, his ignorance, his /ransgression, his ‘obscenity, his inten- 
tional offence, and his dealing unjusily with his soul, can be anything 
but sinless, irrespective of the particular signification of a word like 
zamb. It is needless to observe now that Mohamed leaves no room for 
his apologists to tone down the meaning of zamb, for he very fre- 
quently associates it with another ‘word of unquestionable meaning, ۸4.۰ 
Khata, as, for instance, when he says :— 

Bab all‏ ني من الذنوب و الخطایا ley‏ کقاب الصلٰق) 

۶ 0 my Lord, wash me clean from sins and trespasses.” 

(e) Consistently with his reasoning the Mirza also assents’ that 
‘even ifsin had no existence in the world, istig/ar being a requirement 
df the creation of man, would still have been there.’ “The angels, 
then being also created beings would be the first to make istigfar, but 
the Koran is perfectly silent upon the point, aithough it introduces them 


to men in the act of asking forgiveness for the sins committed by 
human beings. ‘They 


یستغفرون للذین ]منو (gue)‏ 

ask pardon for the sin of those who believe,’ xl. 7, So it is plain that 

no human being even needs ask pardon for sin, unless he be guilty of 

sin, and hence it is that we do not read of Adam confessing his sin or 

asking pardon for the same defore the fail, and hence, too, it is that 

Cuaist, the Word of Gop, being whoily sinless and pure, has no need 
of zstigfar or confession of sin. 

IM, The Mirza says ‘the word zamé in the verse is not equivalent 

of sin. Sin, in Arabic, is jurm and between. jurm and zamb there 

5 
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is an important difference.’ ‘The word zamd is applicable also to the 
weakness of human nature.’ ‘If we were to take zamb as synonymous 
with sin—a fact contradicted by Arabic lexicography—we shall have 
to face another difficulty.’ را‎ 

We are at alosstoconceive how it was that the erudite Mirza 80 
inexcusably omitted to cite any authority, ancient or modern, in 
support of his evidently false contention. Could it be that he expects 
us to take Ais word for an authority ? 


1. Zamb is the truest and the most exact equivalent for sin and 
we appeal to ‘lexicography.’ 


,. تعمل عالایعل‎ ot الذنب و الخم و القمار‎ OL الذب الم ۔ الائم‎ 
الجرم بالضم الذنب‎ 
‘ Zamb is ism—Ism is zamb and wine and gambling and the deed that 
be unlawful. /urm is zamb.’ (Kamus). 
iS جرم بالصم‎ - sus ذنب‎ 
“ Zamb is gunah -۔۔(حزد)‎ Jurm is gunah (sin)” (Surah. ) 
ناربار وابائد — جرم بالضمم گناہ‎ OT گناو وھرکار کہ کروں‎ ills ذنب‎ 


) منقمي الارب‎ ( 
‘Zamb means gunah (sin) and every act the doing of which is 
unlawful. /urm means gunah (sin).' So the lexicographers are at 
one in announcing that 2am and jurm are synonymous, both meaning 
sin, nothing more or less. 
2. Inthe hadis, too, the word is used absolutely for sz in general, 
A single instance would suffite— 


ose wet‏ الله قال cdl‏ رسول الله aa 2 probe‏ اعظم عند الله 
(مسلم ols‏ الایمان ى باب ee SA oF‏ الذنوب ) 


‘ Abdullah says, آ‎ asked the prophet of Gop which of the sin (zamb) 
was the greatest in the sight of Gop.’ 


3 The pre-Islamic usage of the word is just the same. I quote 
here a couple of instances. 


Zaid bin Umar, the foremost of the Meccan Hanifs. and the 
forerunner of Mohamed, says in his poem (Ibn Hisham, Vol L, p. 
77, Egyptian Ed.) 

1 


eGR عق‎ cain a ہبی ہی ملا کو کے‎ ge 
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‘But I do worship the merciful Lorn, that the Gon of forgiveness 
may pardon my sin (gamd).’ The words yagfar and zamd are used 
here just in the religious and the Koranic sense. Haris, the poet, 
in the 7th Kasrda of the Moallekdl complains— 


یغلطون oe ives cer!‏ الذنب ولا Glad gai‏ الضلاء 

‘They mix our innocent with the guilty (literally with one having 
zamb) and thus the innocent is not allowed to benefit by his innocence.’ 
Here the word zamé is used for jurm in the legal sense as in the 
Koran in the following instances :— 

Moses says, ‘The Egyptians have a crime against me’ (ie, of 
murder), xxxvi. 13. 

(er ذنب ( شعرا‎ gle pals 

The girl that was buried alive shall be asked in the last day ‘ for 
what crime was she murdered.’ 1xxxi. 9. 7 

اتی ذنب ققلت ( تکویر) 
F‏ ہے 

It دا‎ forthe Mirza now to prove that + وہہ‎ is applicable also to the 
weakness of human nature.’ Up to now he has not even attempted 
to do so and-his bare assertion is good for nothing. 

IV. The Mirza says : ‘It is for this reason that since the prophets 
of Gon partake of human nature...,the word zamb has been applied 
to them in the Word of Gop.’ 

‘It is apparent from the fact that the word yurm, which is exact 
equivalent of sin, has never been applied to any prophet of Gon, 
Had it been the intention of the Word of Gop to describe prophets as 
sinful men, we cannot understand why it should have avoided in their 
case the use of a word ) jurm) which plainly meant sin.’ The Mirza 
ought to have known that in the Koran the word yurm is not used at 
all, as it must have been most frequently if it was, as is contended, 
‘the exact equivalent of sin.’ We find that excepting jurm almost 
every other synonym for sin—khvéa, ism, zulm, samb, junah, fisk, isydn, 
udwdn, satyat, etc, etc.—is used in the Koran. Are we then to 
conclude that, though the idea is so very general, yet the exact word 
to express it wasnever used. We simply say that the word jurm is 
never applied in the Koran to prophet or no prophet; it is not applied 
even in any of its derivatives to the Jews, even the sworn enemies of Islam 
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who for their sins and transgressions are said to have been turned into 
swine and apes, and we demand ‘had it been the intention of the 
Word of Gop to describe the Jews as sinful men, why it should have 
avoided in their case the use of the word jurm which was the exact 
equivalent of sin.’ ‘ 

V. ‘The word zamé if ever used by the holy word for prophets 
means not sin, but only natural weakness of man.’ ‘The Koran 
threatens the mujrim, تی‎ the person who commits a Jurm or sin with 
the punishment of hell, but nowhere does it speak of a similar punish- 
ment for the muzntb, ےھ‎ the person to whom zambé or human weak- 
ness may be attributed.’ ‘ 

(a) The fact is, that muznzb is another word which the Koran never 
uses; it takes the mujrim for the muznié. The mujrim of the Koran is 
only the muznzb, ie, the person to whom zamb is attributed, and thus 
zamb is condemned to hellfire in the person of the mujrim. The 
inmates of hellare crying out ‘we do confess our zanud (sin’). ھ‎ 115 
Lavi. ٠۰ 

( بندٹوپنا ) مومن و ملک‎ Us ict and proclaiming to you that it is 
for their zamé only that they find themselves there. 

' a, bao i DI a 
(ef wer) we ولا‎ col a8 د‎ GUY Mays 

‘For to-day will not be questioned as regards his sin (zamd) either 
man or genius.’ Iv. 39. From this it is also apparent that zamé has 
nothing in particular to do with ‘human nature,’ it is applied to the 
evil deeds of the gent? as well as to those of men. ۰ 

(eA عن ذنونیم المجرمون ( قصص‎ OLY 

‘The mujrim (wicked) will not be questioned as to their sins ',(۸سعہ)‎ 
xxviii. .8ر‎ The mujrim is accountable only for his zamb and no 
mention is made of his jurm. The mujrim is only muantd, for the 
fact of his having committed zamé, and therefore it is wrong to say 
the ‘ muzndb is not threatened with the punishment of hell.’ 

(6) Animportant point which in this connection deserves particular 
attention, is that there is yet another word, ,سنہ‎ which is much more 


frequently used in the Koran in the sense attached by the Mirza to 
jurm. 


‘Whoever of you shall (er UU, ) tas ومن یظلم )833 عذًا‎ 
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ac? unjustly, him will we cause to taste a grievous torment.’ xxv. 21. 
wile ase r شوري‎ erste fw? کہف عرع‎ ( HU اعتدنالاظا لمین‎ 
۱ ۴ع مومن ۲ع)‎ 
‘For the unjust have we prepared fire.’ xvii. 28. 


ہیں گے Ihre‏ پت ,4 ۴ Zee,‏ 
ان الذیں ree‏ الملائكذہ ظاطي pert‏ قالوا pS pd‏ می 


I a و‎ 
) ناہ ۱۴ع‎ ( ple فاولاکٗ ماواھم‎ 
‘Verily to those whom the angels put to death while they are dealing 
unjustly with their souls, they say what have you been in.,...their 
habitation is hell.’ iv..99. For all intents and purposes zalim and 
mujrim are identical, and are, in fact, convertible terms. 
ete فانظر کیف گان عاقینھ المچرین ( اعراف‎ 
) گان عاقبنه الظالمیں ( قصص ۴ع‎ HS فانظر‎ 
‘Behold what was the end of the wzcked (mujrim).’ vii. 82. 
‘Behold what was the end of the unjust (zalim).’ xxviii. 40. 
Now the former word is in the Koran applied to the prophets, and. 


it would therefore be a mere cavil to insist upon the importance of 
the latter being not applied to them. 


(er uaa) ظلمت نفسي اغفري‎ gl 


اي oi‏ من الظالمین ( انبیاء Ces‏ 


Moses confesses “I have dealt unjustly with my soul, so pardon 
xxviii. 15. , 


me.” 
واعقوفتِ بذنبي‎ ort ظلمت‎ 
Jonah confesses : ‘ Verily I have been of the ارد"‎ xxi. 87. 
Mohamed did also confess the same thing, as already shown. ‘I 
have dealt unjustly with my soul and I confess my sin,’ so there 
hardly remains room for the sinlessness of the prophets, much less for 
that of Mohamed. 

Vi. Lastly let us help Mirza out of a difficulty which he has 
created for himself. He says ‘If we were to take zamb as synonymous 
with sin,.....we shall have to face another difficulty. In sura 47 
Imram the following verse occurs; ‘‘ Moreover when Gop entered into 
covenant with the prophets, saying, whatever I give you ofthe Book and 
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wisdom then comes to you a Prophet attesting the truth of what is with 


you, you shall surely believe on him and you shall surely aidhim...... mi 
From this it is clear that all the prophets, including Jesus Curren, have 
been commanded to believe in the holy Prophet Mohamed...... 


Reading this verse along with the one quoted above (Ask pardon, etc.), 
and taking 2am to mean sin or jurm, we shall have to include Jesus 
also in the list of sinful persons.’ 

(a) This I fear is an argument revealed to the Mirza, or else it 
should not have been so absurd. For the purpose of the reasoning the 
verse was first mistranslated and then put to torture to extort from ita 
meaning which it was never designed to convey. 106:76 reads 
thus— 


Sila Bases is ws estat 7 2 ihe “ay $a) ا‎ 
(s— obeedt) gl a oe i BY رسول مصدق لمامعکم‎ 4 


Literally it would mean : ‘ When accepted Gop the covenant of prophets, 
whereas I give you of the book and the wisdom, afterward$ cometh to 
you any prophet testifying to the truth of what is with you, ye shall 


surely believe in him, etc,’ Read this with the cognate verse (v. 74). 
aed 


لقد اخذنا 'میشاق  Sey pall  انلسرو  لئارسا gle‏ کلماجاءھم 
2 07 
Jo)‏ کجالاھتویٰ انفبھم فریقا کڈبوا و ays‏ یقتلوں ( مائدہ (tee‏ 

‘Verily we accepted the covenant of the children of Israel and sent . 
unto them prophets ; but whenever there came unto them any prophet 
with what was unpleasant to them, some of them they accused of 
imposture and some of them they murdered.’ 

The verse under consideration should, therefore, be rendered thus: 

‘ When accepted Gop the covenant (in the matter) of the prophets (from 
the children of Israel), etc., etc.’ Shah Abdul Kadir, the greatest 
Indian authority on the matter of translation, remarks 7% loco. 


gh میں‎ Sooke نی اقرار لیا نبیوں کا یعني نبیوں ے‎ alt 
اسرائل گا اقرار لیا‎ 
‘Gop accepted the covenant of the prophets, ےھ‎ in the matter of 


the prophets He accepted the covenant from the Israelites. ; 
(4) The covenant could not be with the prophets, but with the people 
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_ ticular; for it is evident that when Mohamed appeared there was no 
prophet on the face of the earth to believe in him or aid him. It also 
ought to be borne in mind that Mohamed was not the only one to 
testify to the truth of the former scriptures; Currst, too, half-a-dozen 
‘centuries before came to the children of Israel ‘ testifying to the truth 
of the Zouraf before him.’ iii. 44. 
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Besides, the prophets are obviously too faithful in the sight of Gop 

to be reminded of their duty to egch other or sworn to any such 
! covenant, specially when none of them was to be present with 
} Mohamed. 

This goes far to exclude Jesus from the company of believers in 

Mohamed and necessarily from ‘the list of sinful persons.’ But it 
“was indeed very unfortunate that the supposed belief of Jesus in the 
prophet of Islam should have so logically rendered him ‘ sinful.’ 

(c) I have no need to urge now that ‘ the believing men and the 
believing women’ of the verse in question include only the professors 
of Mohamedanism, especially the immediate followers, and not the 
believers in former dispensations. 

But we demand of the Mirza how the difficulty is obviated by his 
explanation ? Supposing ‘Jesus along with all other prophets’ to be 
included in the list of believers in Mohamed, his rendering ‘ pray 
also by way of intercession for the men and women who believe in 
thee that they may be saved from the punishment of the faults which 
they have committed on account of the weakness of their nature and 
that their subsequent course of life may be free from sin ’—his render- 
ing, we say, precludes all possibility for the ‘sinlessness of the 
prophets,’ for according to it Mohamed commanded to make istigfar 
for the actual ×× of believers in himself. 

By the way your ‘Christian readers’ might also be permitted to 
enquire that if all the prophets are included: among the believers in 
Mohamed, what then can be the import of his istigfar for those 
who are minal mukarrabin, ‘the nearest to Gop?’ Are they, too, 
supposed to be still open to temptations of ‘ the weakness of the flesh’ 
and have they yet to make ‘their subsequent course of life free from 
sin?’ 
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There can be little doubt now that the Mizra has only hazarded 7 
a revelation, and he has yet to mend his reasoning, mend his rendering, 
and also mend his faith. ‘ 

VII. In conclusion let the remind the readers that the doctrine 
of the sinlessness of Curist on the bases of the Koran and the Madts 
does not depend upon any construction of the word rsfigfar or 2203.۰ 
If, for argument’s sake, we for the moment grant all what the Mizra 
urges, our case is not affected at all. It would then stand thus: If 
the five great prophets of Islam, including Mohamed, a/? make 
istigfar and confess their zamb, with the exception of CHrisT, who 
only is free from temptations arising out of weakness of human 
nature : All are musnid, but CuRIst is not, and in this his superiority, 


Is.it not a manifest superiority ? 
Yours faithfully, 


A. M. 


While the Mirza of Qadian was vainly struggling to 
find any passages in the Koran or elsewhere which would 
support his baseless theory that although Mahomed and the 
prophets were guilty of za, they were not on that ‘account 
sinful, inasmuch as (according to the Qadiani contention) 
zanb means something less than sin, a Mahomedan from 
the southernmost district of Bengal intervened with his con- 
tribution to the discussion in a letter appearing in the Zpz- 
phany of Dec. 13. This letter must have afforded anything 
but satisfaction to the Mirza, for as the Editor of the Egzphany 
very pertinently pointed out, this Mahomedan correspondent 
gave away the whole case by confessing that Mahomed was 
sinful, but that sinfulness is not incompatible with nobility of 
character! This asthe Editor says “all will grant”—whether 
amongst the “‘all” is to be included the Mirza of Qadian is 
another question. The admission of Moulvie Ahmed Kabir 
however is absolutely opposed to the contention of Qadian ; 
but it is no contribution to the discussion as to the meaning 
of zanb. Like Abdul Kadus, and Timar Mahomed, this 
correspondent discreetly eschews the point at issue, 


4 


WAS MAHOMMED SINLESS ? 
To tHe Epiror oF THE “ EPIPHANY,” 


Dear Sir,-—For a long time a good deal of controversy has been go- 
ing on in the’ Epiphany as regards sinfulness or innocence of the Pro- 
phet Mahommed. But I doubt that any substantial result will be achiev- 
ed by Christians or Mahommedans if either of them can prove the 
truth of their own statements, A man may show some shortcomings 
in some particular aspects of his character, yet in consideration of his 
entire disposition and character his merits may be immeasurably superior 
to those of a being of unsullied character. Christians are well acquainted 
with the fact how one of their greatest prophets—David—in spite of a 
most heinous crime ever imagined in a human being was considered 
by the Almighty as the best leader for the regeneration of a people who 
lost their former purity and was termed ‘ man according to Gop’s own 
heart’ for his piety and righteousness. Will any sane man believe that 
the merits of the Prophet David were for his sinfulness inferior to those 
of a quite innocent being of his time—say a child of two years old ora 
pious man who never committeda sin? Was not the former ten thousand 
times more pious and righteous in the estimation of the Supreme Deity 
than either of the latter? Who knows that Mahommed, bothas man 
and prophet, was not likewise superior in merits to Carist, who is said 
to have been as innocent as a child, in spite of any shortcomings which, 
according to Christians, the former really had ? The Church Christians 
may shut their eyes to the real character of Mahommed as set forth by 
impartial historians in the authentic record of the life of that prophet ; 
they may unhesitatingly believe all the false and imaginary stories eman- 
ating from the pen of the most malicious and deadly enemies of Islam ; 
they may raise Crist the man to the position of ALMIGHTY Gop, but 
the Mahommedans feel an inward satisfaction that they have been en- 
dowed with the common sense of distinguishing between the polytheistic 
and monotheistic religions, between the imperfectness of man and per- 
fectness of the Omnipotent Father. They are also content with the 
idea that they can understand the comparative value of the advent of 
Abraham, Moses, Cxrist, Mahommed and many other great teachers 
ofthe world amongst whom one might be superior to another in merits 
in some particular way, but none of whom can be said to have been a 
‘ perfect’ being. 

a 
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It is the law of nature that men of highly conscientious character 
feel ashamed for the slightest deviation from some established law of 
morality and consider themselves greatly sinful for it, while, on the 
other hand, ordinary men do not even take notice of it and pass over 
it without a slight feeling of remorse. The Mussalmans believe that . 
Mahommed’s sense of some such deviation or of natural failing of 
humanity was the cause of the revelation of the very few ‘ayets’ which 
seemingly show that the Prophet was guilty of some crime. The cri- 
tical readers of the Koran may find that Mahommed’s conscience was 
greatly wounded even at the slightest deviation from the ordinary law 
of morality. A memorable instance of it is given in the following 
‘ayets’ of the Koran. ‘ The Prophet frowned and turned aside because 
the blind man came unto him, and how dost thou know whether he shall! 
peradventure be cleansed from his sins; or whether he shall be admon- 
ished and the admonition shall profit him ۶ The man who is wealthy 
thou receivest respectfully ; whereas it is not to be charged on thee, 
that he is not cleansed: but him who cometh unto thee earnestly seek- 
ing his salvation and who feareth Gop dost thou neglect. By no means 
should thou act thus.’ Chapter Ixxx. This passage was revealed on the: 
following occasion. A certain blind man named Abdullah Ebn Omm 
Mactum came and interrupted Mahommed while he was engaged in 
earnest discourse with some of the principal Koreish, whose conversion 
he had hopes of, but the Prophet taking no notice of him, the blind man, 
not knowing he was otherwise busied, raised his voice and said : ‘O Apos- 
tle of Gop, teach me some part of what Gop hath taught thee ;” but the 
Apostle, vexed at this interruption, frowned and turned away from him ; 
for which he is here reprehended by Gop. It is unnecessary to observe’ 
that every one may judge that the Prophet did not act against any law 
of morality by showing displeasure towards the blind man who inter- 

“rupted him while he was engaged in discourse with some other persons 
on matter of grave importance. But afterwards he was so much 
ashamed at his own treatment of the blind man, that his mind was 
deeply occupied with the divine wrath which was the cause of the 
revelation of the above quoted ‘ayets,’ and whenever the Prophet 
saw Ebu Omm Mactum he showed him great respect, saying: ‘The 
man is welcome, on whose account my Lord hath reprimanded 
me,’ The Prophet did not remain content with this courteous 
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treatment showed towards the blind man, but he also made him, 
ہے‎ blind man, twice Governor of Medina merely with the hope 
that the mind of the latter might beconsoled. I challenge the enemies 
of Islam to mention a case in which such conscientiousness and mag- 
nanimity of heart have been displayed by any other prophet. Surely 
there is no mention of sentimental (seemingly at least) washing of the 
disciples’ feet in the ‘ Life of Mahommed;’ surely the teachings of Ma- 
hommed do not contain such direction as ‘when any one smite you on 
the right cheek turn to him the otheralso’ a sentence very pleasing to 
the ears of irresponsible and sentimental readers of the present day ; 
surely Mahommed was not a divine and perfectly innocent being and 
did not confess himself to be so. But we find in him a matter-of-fact 
man who said that the difference between himself and the other men 
was just in the same way as the difference between the ordinary man 
and the blind man, and that chief merit lies in forgiveness of the fault 
of our brethren, though revenge may be allowed in proportion to the 


injury received, but no more. 
Yours faithfully, 


Chittagong. Aumep ۸۰ 


(Here then is 2 Mussalman correspondent frankly giving away the 
whole case which his co-religionists have been so strenuously defending 
in our columns! Mahommed was sinful, but sinfulness is not incom- 
patible with nobility. This of course all will grant; and we are further 
willing to admit that such nobility of character is superior to the untest- 
ed innocence of infancy. But would our correspondent maintain that it 
is superior to the Divine Innocence, and that if the Divine Perfection 
were to manifest Itself in human form, it would necessarily appear im- 
perfect ? This would seem to be the outcome of his argument, while 
his comparison of Curist and Mahommed shows how very low his ideal 
of that perfection is. Would Gop have showed impatience with a blind 
man and needed to make reparation ?—Ep., H.] 


No reply to the repeated demands for proof of the Qadiani 
theory having been vouchsafed on the part of Mirza Ghulam 
Ahmed or his adherents, the conclusion was justifiable that 
they found the task beyond their powers, and had really no 
answer to give. The following letter, summing up the posi- 
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tion. was written, and appeared in the Epiphany of January 
17th, 1903. ; 


Dear S1r,— I imagine that more of your correspondents besides 
the gentleman whose name appears in your issue of 13th December 
have been wondering when the Mirza of Qadian was going to reply to the 
very definite questions put to him and his adherents in several numbers 
of the Epiphany, with reference to a theory started by the Mirza him- 
self, in the Review of Religions for the month of May last. When that 
periodical first appeared we were told that it undertook ‘to refute all 
objections against Islam,’ and that, ‘for this purpose, the Editor shall 
be glad to receive all such objections for which sufficient grounds are 
stated, and an answer to these shall appear from time to time in the 
pages of the Magazine.’ These promises have certainly not been ful- 
filled with reference to the zand controversy. A feeble attempt to 
reply in a general way to some of the letters on the subject has indeed 
been made, but to the definite and very relevant questions asked no 
answer whatever has been given, although more than one number of the 
Review has appeared since these questions were put. 

With your permission, I propose to review briefly the points at 
issue, for the delay in dealing with the question on the part of the 
Mirza and his adherents has been so great, that the matter for deter- 
mination may well have slipped from the memory of many of your . 
readers. 

In the article in the May number of the Review of Religions, which 
gave rise to the correspondence, the Mirza zafer alia, made the follow- 
ing assertions :-— 

(a) Zand (as used ina verse from the Koran quoted) is not the 
equivalent for sz in Arabic. 

(6) The equivalent for siz, #e., an act in violation of the com- 
mands of Gop and deserving of punishment, is, in Arabic, jurm. 

(c) The word zanb has been applied to the prophets, including 
Mahommed, in the Koran. 

(2) The word jurm has never in the Koran been applied to any 
prophet of Gop, ‘notwithstanding that that word has been made use 
of by the Holy Bodék in a hundred places in respect of the opposers of 
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(e) Zand when applied to the prophets of Gop ‘ means, notsin, but 
only the natural weakness of man for which he requires the strength 
and support of Gob.’ 

These assertions, put forward without an atom of proof being ad- 
duced in their support, were called in question by more than one of your 
correspondents, and, although the onus probandi lay not on them, but 
on the Mirza, who had started a new theory, these correspondents prov- 
ed beyond all possibility of denial the following facts :— 

“(a) According to Arabic lexicographers zanb means sin,—nothing 
less than sin, and is never defined, according to the contention of the 
Mirza, as meaning a natural weakness of man, not amounting to sin. 

(5) In every passage in the Koran in which sanb ts used, whether 
applied to prophets or any one else, zed means sin, grave sin ; and the 
word is never used, whether with reference to prophets, or to any other 
person, as meaning a natural weakness of man, not amounting to sin, 

(c) The word jurm, asserted by the Mirza to be used ‘ina hundred 
places’ in the Koran, is never found in the Koran at all, whether with 
reference to prophets or anyone else. 

The Mirza and his adherents were distinctly called on to refer to 
any passages, in the Koran or elsewhere, to support the assertion that 
zanb, as used in the Koran, with reference to prophets or anyone else, 
means anything but ۶ہ‎ and that it means, when applied to prophets, 
a natural weakness of man not amounting to sin. 

What reply has been given by the Mirza or his adherents to this 
plain and legitimate demand ? None whatever ! Nota single passage from 
the Koran, not a single quotation from any Arabic lexicographer, has 
been produced in support of the Mirza’s view—not a single objection 
brought against his purely imaginative theory has been answered—he, 
and his adherents allow judgment to go against them by default. Their 
silence practically admits the accuracy of the following facts, and justi- 
fies the following conclusions :— 

(a) Zand according to Arabic lexicographers, and as used in the 
Koran, means sé and nothing buf sin. It is never used to mean a na- 
tural weakness of man not amounting to sin, and the assertion of the 
Mirza that it is so used is contrary to fact, and absolutely unsupported 
by any proof, drawn either from the Koran itself, or the writings of any 
Arabic lexicographer. 
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(3) Such an assertion on the part of the Mirza as to the Koranic use 
of zanb has been made by him and his adherents : (i) either in ignorance, 
or (ii) with knowledge, of the Koran, as to its use of the word. If the as- 
sertion was made in ignorance, what becomes of the claim of the Mirza, 
put forward by him, to have special knowledge of the Koran ? If again 
the assertion was made with full, or special, or even ordinary, knowledge 
of the Koran, then such an assertion was nothing but a consciously 
and deliberately false statement on the part of the Mirza—a false 
statement persisted in after its false character has been demonstrated 
beyond all doubt. 

The Mirza can take either of the horns of the dilemma which 
he pleases. Accepting the one, he writes himself down an ignoramus ; 
taking the other, he confesses that he is a deliberate deceiver. 

(c) Zanb, meaning according to Arabic lexicographers and the 
Koran, sin and grave sin, is used and applied in the Koran to the sinful 
acts of prophets. This is practically admitted by the Mirza. What be- 
comes of his contention then that prophets, from Adam down to and ir - 
‘cluding Mahommed, who committed zand, were not guilty of siz ? Such 
an unfounded assertion is contrary to Arabic lexicographers, contrary to 
the Koran, contrary to fact. When therefore the Mirza admits that 
Mahommed was directed to ask pardon for his 2and, he is compelled to 
admit that Mahommed had committed si”, for which he was told to ask 
forgiveness. The same conclusion applies to other prophets who com- 
mitted zand, and therefore according to the Koranic meaning and use 
of the word were guilty of siz, for which they asked pardon. 

(d) The assertion of the Mirza that jurm is used ‘a hundred times’ 
in the Koran to designate siz, is absolutely contrary to fact, jurm never 
appearing in the Koran at ail. The statement of the Mirza, as to jurm, 
if made in ignorance of the Koran, shows him to be specially unac- 
quainted with the contents of that book; if made with knowledge of 
the Koran, the assertion is deliberately false. 

I need say no more. The correspondence which has appeared in 
the columns of the Zp:phany clearly establishes the above conclusions, 
demonstrates the ignorance or mada fides of the supposed specially gift- 
ed teacher of Qadian and shows the absurdity of the theory as to the 
meaning of zané which he has put forward in his organ the Review of 
موی یں پر‎ Before he can teach he hae mitch ہے‎ learn and ana of rhe 
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first lessons to which he and bis deluded adherents may profitably de- 
vote their attention is the real meaning of zand, according to the Koran, 
to Arabic lexicographers, and to orthodox Mussulmans at large. 
. Yours faithfully, 
Ranaghat. . J. M. 


[This correspondence is now closed.—Ep., E.] 


Upon what foundation then does this wonderful discovery 
as to the meaning of zazd rest? Upon no foundation at all 
save the imagination of Mirza Ghulam Ahmed, of Qadian! 
It is shown beyond the possibility of doubt that this theory, for 
which the Mirza claims the support of Arabic lexicographers 
and the Koran js unsupported by a single passage from any 
Arabic lexicon, unsupported by a single verse in the Koran ! 
Not only so, but on every occasion on which zanb ts used in the 
Koran, tt means sin, and nothing but sin. Tt is never used in 
the Koran or anywhere else to mean a weakness of human 
nature, and when the Mirza, on the strength of his own 
imagination, propounds this as the true meaning of zané, he, 
in fact, reveals an ignorance of the Koran, only equalled by 
his impudence and impiety in distorting the contents of the 
book venerated by all Mahommedans. When challenged to 
refer to any passage in the Koran which supports his imagina- 
tive definition of ٠07ر‎ le refuses to answer, for the best of all 
reasons, 77z., that he has, and must know he has, no answer to 
give to the challenge. His definition therefore of zanbd may 
safely be pronounced absolutely fictitious, purely imagina- 
tive, and entirely opposed to Arabic lexicography and the 
Koran. 

One word in conclusion. Even the Mirza can entertain no 
doubt as to what the meaning of Khateea is in Arabic: it 
undoubtedly means sez. And what is the word applied to 
the transgressions of the prophets by Mahommed himself? 
Vide the well-known: passage in the Mishkat, Book XXIII, 
Ch. XI, in which the prophets acknowledge their sinfulness, 
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Here Adam, Noah, Moses describe their sinfulness, and 
such sinfulness in the words of Mahommed himself, as 
recorded in the Hadis, is called Khateea. 


GAT Ge‏ قال یجیس المؤمنوں یی ete tyes ga EAB‏ فیٹولوں 
لو اسقشفعنا Uy gph‏ غیویسنا من pat opis Whee‏ فیقولوں انت آدم ابولنلی 
خلقث aly‏ بیدہ و اسکنت gaily‏ اسجد لک Aisle‏ و علمک اسماء کل شوع اشفع 
Hayy ada ely aie W‏ من مکاننا ہٰذا فیقول لست ھنا کم ویڈ کر خطیثله 
gil‏ اصاب اگل من الشجرق وقد نھي ie‏ و لکن اثتوا نوحا اول Goad‏ بعثہ الله 
ال اھل Lew‏ فیاتوں نوحا فیقول لست Ld‏ کم ویذکر BABS‏ التي اصاب Ayer‏ 
ple ja ay‏ و لکن اثقوا ابراھیم خلول الوحمن قال فیأُتون ابراھیم فیقول اني لست 
lis‏ کم و یذکر ob‏ کذبات By eyed‏ ائنوا موسیٰ بدا اہ اللہ التوٰة و als‏ 
و قرب نچیا قال فیانوں موسی فیقول اني لست Ue‏ کم و یذ کر خطیلقه gil‏ اصاب 
ققاد obi‏ لکن ائتوا عیسیٰ عبداللة ورسولة وروح الله و کلمتہ قال فبأُتوں 
عیسیٰ فیقول لست Gd‏ کم Sy‏ ائٹوا محمدا عبدا غفر الله al‏ ما تقدم من ذنبہ 
AG Le,‏ قال فیا توني sind‏ علی ربي في دارہ ٭ متفق علیہ ٭ 


Now Mahommed himself never claimed to be anything 
more than other men—{Vide Sura Fassilat, verse 5)—he 
never claimed to be different from the apostles who preceded 
him—({ Vide Sura Al Najam, verse 57, Sura Al Amran, verse 
144)—he describes the sins committed by the prophets as 
Khaieea, and thereby acknowledges that these prophets 
were not sinless but sinful. And how does he describe his 
own sins in the same passage? By a word which, accord- 
ing to the Koran, and all lexicographers means nothing but 
sin, and that word is zazd. To which prophet alone does 
Mahommed imoute no sinfulness of anv kind? To Tesns 
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Christ, whom he describes amongst other things as “the 
Spirit of God, and His Word.” 

The Hadis then follows the Koran in making sank the 
equivalent for szz, and nothing less than sin, and when the 
Mirza of Qadian attempts to make out that it does not mean 
sin, he propounds a theory opposed to the Koran, and to the 
words of Mahommed as recorded in the Hadis given above. 
In so acting, he does what the Koran itself condemns, when 
it says in Sura Bakr, verse 39: “Cloak not the truth with’ 
falsehood, nor conceal the truth while ye know it.” How 
applicable this verse is to the action of the Mirza, the previ- 
ous correspondence has conclusively demonstrated. He 
started, in his article in the Revzew of Religions with the very 
definite pronouncement that in the Koran, “the fact is that 
zanb does not; but 7urm does, contradict sinlessness,’ whereas 
such a pronouncement is not the fact, but the very opposite. 
The fact is that zazd, being used in every passage in which 
it occurs to mean sin, and nothing but sin, most emphati- 
cally in the. Koran contradicts sinlessness—As to jurm, 
which according to the Mirza occurs in a hundred places in 
the ‘Koran in the sense of sin, nothing can be affirmed at all, 
as it is not used in a single passage of the Koran! If this is 
not “cloaking the truth with falsehood, and concealing the 
truth while ye know it,” words have no meaning: and, by the 
authority of the Koran to which he appeals, zazé is conclu- 
sively shown to contradict the idea of sinlessness, which in 
defiance of the teaching of the Koran itself, the Mirza of 
Qadian has falsely attributed to the prophets. 

After the foregoing pages had been sent to the printer, 
Mirza Ghulam Ahmed produced the following amongst 
‘Notes and Comments’ in the January number of the Review 
of Religions. 

“The Epiphany:—Much- discussion has been going on in 
‘this paper as to the signification of zawb, and zstighfar as 
given in the Mav number of the Aczvzew. The sense in 
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which these words are used in the Holy Quran is fully 
explained by their use in the holy book itself, Its religious 
terms are its own, and not borrowed from any other book. 
In fact the nice distinctions which it has kept in the use of 
various words have no parallel in any other language, and 
we are obliged to translate its various words only by the 
word szz in English. Now, we stated plainly that the 
word zazb was nowhere defined in the holy Quran as a deed 
in disobedience to the commandments of God, which 
must be punished. We also stated that the word jurm 
was so defined in many places, for instance, in the verse 
معبە ما فا حالهجمنم‎ ar ۔ومن یا ٹي‎ We then showed that the word 
jurm was never applied to the prophets of God, but that the 
word zazd was in several cases so applied. The fact that 
the Holy Quran uses a word for the prophets, which it 
does not any where define as a punishable deed, and that 
it refrains from applying to the prophets a word which it has 
defined as a punishable deed, leads to the necessary conclu- 
sion that the Holy Quran does not ascribe a punishable deed 
to the prophets of God, which is another mode of saying that 
it never ascribes a sin to any prophet of God. The sinless- 
ness of prophets is thus clearly demonstrated, for it is plain 
that sin is a deed in disobedience to the commandments of 
God, and must be punishable. The Christian correspondents 
have in most cases ignored the three points at issue on 
whose basis the sinlessness of the prophets has been thus 
demonstrated. Only a few futile attempts have been made, 
but the puerility of their arguments is too evident to be 
discussed at any length. In refutation of the first proposi- 
tion that za is not defined in the Holy Quran as a punish- 
‘able deed, several verses have been produced which speak 
of punishment for certain persons or people who committed 
zanb, Weare sorry for the poor intelligence of the writers 
if it never occurred to them that this is not sound logic. 
That certain people who committed zazé were punished, does 
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not demonstrate that all who commits zavé shall be punish- 
ed, especially when the Holy Quran ascribes zavd to another 
class of whom it speaks in laudatory terms, and whom it 
describes as the guides of the world, and as true exemplars, 
in whose footsteps all men must walk. In refutation of the 
second and third propositions, that yw7m has been defined in 
the Holy Quran as a punishable deed, and that it is nowhere 
applied to any prophets of God, the childish assertion has 
been put forward, that the word jwrm is not applied in the 
Holy Quran toany person at all. This is due to the Christian 
ignorance of the Arabic language. If we attribute sin to the 
person whom we call a sinner, we also attribute yurm to the 
person whom we calla mujrim. But the word mujrzm is fre- 
quently used in the Holy Quran though never in regard to any 
prophet of God. Similarly of the sinners but not of the pro- 
phets, the Holy Quran again and again uses the forms 770۸ء‎ 
(to commit yur), ajramoo (they committed jurm), tujrimoon 
(you commit ju7m) and similar other forms. 

Some correspondents have adopted a different line of 
reasoning. They take up some commentaries and enumerate 
the sins of the prophets as related in them. To attack the 
Quran, and base their objections on commentaries is not an 
honest mode of carrying on a controversy. They must produce 
the words of the Quran and give them the interpretation 
which they can bear.”—(The rest of the remarks is altogether 
irrelevant). 

And this isthe “ridiculus mus” which, after months of 
labour, the Mirza of Qadian puts forward as a reply to very 
plain and vital questions asked by his opponents! On the 
utter evasion of the points at issue, comment is needless. 
The Mirza has no reply,—and he knows it,—to give to the 
questions asked, and his clumsy attempt to conceal this 
to him, unpleasant fact, will mislead no one but such as صھ‎ 
attempting to “commit a suicide of the intellect.” 
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